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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. Witt1am Crowes has been appointed a Registrar 
of the Court of Chancery in the place of Mr. P. W. 
Rogers, who has retired upon the ground of ill-health. 
It is understood that the registrarship recently vacated 
by the appointment of Mr. Ralph Disraeli as Deputy Clerk 
of the Parliaments, is not, for the present, to be filled up. 





Tuer ELEvATION of Mr. Lindley, Q.C., to the seat in the 
Court of Common Pleas, vacated'’by the transfer of Mr. 
Justice Huddleston to the Court of Exchequer, is among 
the best appointments made in recent years. No one in 
the profession needs to be told that the new judge is 
not merely a sound and accurate equity lawyer, but is 
thoroughly versed in most of the leading branches of 
the common law, and as an authority upon a wide range 
of commercial law is unapproached by any practitioner. 
The notes to his translation of the general part of 
Thibaut’s System des Pandekten Rechts, published in 
1855, indicate that if the engagements of a large practice 
had permitted him to devote more time to the subject, 
he might have attained to not less distinction in the field 
of comparative jurisprudence. His mind is believed to be 
of an eminently judicial type, although he has had the 
reputation among his clients of possessing the inestimable 
merit of seldom giving “a balancing opinion.” He is 
still in the prime of life, and may be expected to lend 
important help in shaping the new procedure. There is 
little to add about the antecedents of the new judge. 
He is the son of Dr. Lindley, for many years Professor 
of Botany at University College, London, and Examiner 
in Botany in the University of London, and he was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas 
Term, 1850. In 1860 he published the first edition of 
his well-known work on the “ Law of Partnership,” and his 
subsequent career as a junior was one of advancing 
success. In 1872 he was made a Queen’s Counsel, and 
he has since practised in the court of Vice-Chancellor 
Wickens and Vice-Chancellor Hall. 





In tue case or Rees v. Williams, a report of which 
will be found in this week’s issue of the Weetly Reporter, 
a point of some importance was decided, upon which 
considerable doubt has prevailed. An agreement had 
been made which, on the statements in the pleadings, 
must be taken to have been made under the Attorneys 
and Solicitors Act, 1870, by which the defendant agreed 
to employ the plaintiff in a certain piece of business and 
to pay him after an agreed rate. The action was brought 
for breach of the first part of the agreement—viz., for 
the refusal to employ the attorney, not for pay- 
ment for work and labour according to the scale 
agreed upon; and the question was whether 
section 8 of the statute, which forbids the bringing 





of any suit or action to enforce agreements within the 
statute, applied to actions for unliquidated damages for 
the breach of such agreements. On the ground that all 
the terms of the statute aad the provisions made by it 
contemplated the case of the work having been done, and 
the question arising whether payment was or was not to 
be made according to the agreement, the court held that 
neither attorney nor client was precluded from bringing 
an action complaining of a total breach of the con- 
tract by the other party in refusing, on the one hand, 
to employ the attorney, or, on the other hand, to 
do the stipulated work. It is obvious that the tax- 
ing master may very well be competent to determine, 
and has peculiar means for determining, whether the 
scale of payment agreed upon is “‘ fair and reasonable,” 
and that in deciding any question relating to payment 
for work done he is substantially exercising the same 
functions as upon the taxation of an ordinary bill. But 
in calculating unliquidated damages claimed on account 
of a refusal to employ, or on account of a refusal on 
the part of the attorney to conduct business, he 1s no 
more fit to assess the damages than the ordinary 
tribunals, and it would need clear words to show that 
it was intended to supersede their action. 





Tne Master or tHe Rotts, in a case of Ebbs v. 
Boulnois, recently allowed a demurrer to a bill for 
specific performance of an agreement to purchase prop. 
erty acquired by a liquidating debtor after he had ree 
ceived his order of discharge, on the ground that, as the 
liquidation had not been closed, the liquidating debtor 
could not make a good title to the property. His honoug 
rested his decision upon the case of Jn re Bennett's Trusta 
(23 W. R. 229, L. R. 19 Eq. 245), in which, it will be 
remembered, Bacon, V.C.—founding himself upon the lan- 
guage of section 15, sub-section 3, of the Bankruptcy Act, 
that the property of the bankrupt divisible among his 
creditors is to include “all such property as ... may 
be acquired by or devolve on him during the 
continuance of” the bankruptcy—held that property 
acquired by the debtor after his discharge but before 
the close of the liquidation was divisible among his 
creditors. As the rule thus laid down appears to be 
opposed to the general understanding as to the effect of 
a discharge, it should become widely known. There 
must be hundreds of bankrupts and liquidating debtors 
who, having obtained their discharge and supposing 
themselves to have thereby obtained the right to retain 
after-acquired property, without waiting for the close of 
their bankruptcies or liquidations, have entered afresh 
into business, gaining property which, if the recent 
decision be correct, they ought to hand over to their 
creditors. There must be still more persons who, 
relying upon the efficacy of the order or certificate of 
discharge, have given credit to bankrupts or liquidating 
debtors. It would seem that a liquidating debtor 
is practically unable to make a fresh start in 
the world until his liquidation has been formally 
closed, and since he is unable himself to summon 
a meeting of the creditors to pass a resolution 
for this purpose, he may be kept in this condition 
at the pleasure of his trustee or creditors for an indefi- 
nite period. The result of the decisions is to deprive of 
all effect the discharge of the debtor during the con- 
tinuance of the bankruptcy or liquidation. From whatis 
hedischarged? “The discharge of the debtor, properly 
so called,” said the learned Vice-Chancellor, “ is his dis- 
charge from any personal liability, or liability to arrest.” 
But the debtor is expressly protected from all process by 
section 12 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and is relieved 
from liability to arrest by the Debtors Act, which 
became law on the sume day as the Bankruptcy Act, 
It is only on the close of the bankruptcy that the stafw 
of the discharged bankrupt becomes preferable to tha 
of an undischarged bankrupt (section 49, 54). 
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‘WuEN a MAN leases the right of shooting over his Jand 
what are his obligations towards the lessee of the right ? 
Qme would have thought that the point was settled ten 

ars ago in Jeffreyes v. Evans (13 W. R. 864, 19 C. B. 
&. 8. 246), where Willes, J., laid it down that a grant of 
the right of shooting does not prevent the landowner or 
his tenants from using the land in the ordinary and 
accustomed way, provided they do not resort to any ex- 
pedients for destroying or driving away the game; and 
Erle, C.J., pointed out that the covenant for quiet 
enjoyment in the lease of the right was nothing more 
than a covenant that the lessee should have the right of 
shooting over the land referred to, in whatever condition 
it might be. But in Pattison v. Gilford (22 W. R. 673, 
L. R. 18 Eq. 262), the learned Master of the Rolls threw 
out a suggestion that if it had been proved that the 
defendant was going to destroy the plantation, he 
would have continued an interim injunction which 
he had granted. The very recent case of Gearns v. 
Baker, before the Lords Justices, reported in 
this week's issue of the Weekly Reporter, puts the right 
of shooting on a footing more in accordance with the 
ordinary current ideas on the subject. It is true that 
there are not wanting expressions in the judgments 
which seem to limit the right of the landlord to deal 
with the land to such dealing as is ordinary and proper 
under the circumstances. But on a consideration of the 
whole case it seems pretty evident that the real gist of 
the decision is that letting the right of shooting does 
not prevent any dealing with the land except acts done 
for the express purpose of destroying, or, we suppose, 
damaging, the shooting. If this is the true view of the 
decision, evidence of fair husbandry-like dealing is only 
valuable as rebutting any presumption of mala fides on 
the part of the landowner. 





Ar THE TIme when the number of the registrars of the 
Court of Chancery was fixed at twelve, there were 
six courts to be provided for, and each registrar was thus 
enabled to be in chambers on every alternate day. 
Upon the assumption that since the Lord Chancellor 
has ceased to sit separately from the Lords Justices 
there will only be five courts to be provided for, and that 
therefore there will be less work to be done, it has been 
deemed advisable, as above mentioned, to reduce the 
number of the registrars to eleven. It is to be feared that 
zome inconvenience will arise from this arrangement. 
The work of the Appeal Court is comparatively so light, 
on account of the smail number of orders and the 
absence of chamber business, that the amalgamation of 
the double court, beyond releasing a registrar from atten- 
dance on the days on which the Lord Chancellor used to 
sit alone, makes little practical difference. It appears 
from the new rota that with eleven registrars it is 
necessary to appoint some of the registrars to be in 
sourt on two consecutive days, thus rendering it more 
difficult for solicitors to obtain early appointments, and 
throwing the work of the office into arrear. It is to be 
hoped that the reduction may be only temporary, and 
with a view to the changes which may follow the coming 
into operation of the Judicature Act. 








Mr. Justice Kemp, of the Bengal High Court, has retired 
after forty-four years in the Bengal Civil Service, having 
Sisk G a seat on the bench since the establishment of the 

igh Court in 1362. 

On Thursday Mr. George 8. Adam, W.S., junior partner 
of the firm of Adam & Lang, W.S., died suddenly in the 
Court of Session, Edinburgh. He was standingin the great 
hall of the Parliament House, conversing with some friends, 
when be sudd nly fell on to the floor, and shortly afterwards 
expired. The deceased was about twenty-seven years of age 
and unmarried. It is supposed that disease of the heart was 
the cause of death. 








EFFECT OF INSOLVENCY OF BUYER ON 
CONTRACT FOR DELIVERY BY INSTAL. 
MENTS. 


In Freeth v. Burr (22 W. R. 370, L. R. 9 C. P. 208) the 
question was considered how far, where a contract is to 
be executed by instalments, will the failure of one party 
to perform his part discharge the other from perform. 
ance? The “true question” in such cases was there 
stated to be, “ whether, where one party claims to be set 
free by the action of another party, the action of that 
other party amounts to an affirmative assertion of his 
abandonment of the contract.” In commenting on that 
case (18 S. J. 604) we pointed out that what was termed 
an abandonment was not only something implied merely, 
and not expressed, but was, in fact, implied contrary to 
expression, and consisted of conduct practically repu- 
diating, or amounting to evidence of an intention not to 
perform, the obligations imposed by the contract on the 
person said to abandon it. It was never doubted that 
readiness and willingness to perform his part were essen- 
tial allegations on the part of the plaintiff seeking to 
enforce a contract; the only question was, whether 
readiness and willingness must be alleged and proved 
with respect to every part of a contract for repeated 
deliveries, or whether it was sufficient to show readiness 
and willingness in respect of the delivery or instalment 
in question, although, with respect to some past delivery 
or instalment, there had been a default on the plaintiff's 
own part: in other words, whether the readiness and 
willingness with respect to each instalment was a condi- 
tion precedent to the right to sue on any succeeding 
instalment, or whether it was only available as evidence 
from which a repudiation of the obligations of the default. 
ing party under the contract, and in that sense of the 
whole contract, might be inferred; if it produces neither 
of these effects, then there is no other way in which it 
can change the rights of the parties with respect to the 
unperformed portion of the contract. It must now be 
taken as the result of a series of decisions (not always 
consistent), of which F’reeth v. Burr was the latest and not 
the least important, that readiness and willingness with 
respect to each instalment is not a condition precedent 
to the right to sue on any succeeding instalment—that, 
in fact, the separate performances are to be regarded so 
far as the subject of so many independent contracts, It 
seems equally clear that it is not by itself alone evidence 
of a repudiation (in the sense above mentioned) of the 
contract, although, coupled with other circumstances, as 
in Withers v. Reynolds (2 B. & Ad, 882), it may be. 

The result is, that a default on the part of one party 
does not by itself change the rights cf the parties in respect 
of the future. What is to affect the future must have 
in itself a bearing on the future. Now, insolvency is a 
circumstance bearing on the future, because it creates 
prima facie an inability to meet the obligation to pay- 
ment. Its operation was discussed in Griffiths v. Perry 
(1 E. & E. 680) and in Ew parte Chalmers (21 W. R. 
349, L. R. 8 Ch. 289), and the latter case laid down the 
rule that its effect was to entitle the opposite party to 
suspend delivery until payment is made for any deli- 
veries not yet paid for, or paid for only by the buyer's 
acceptances; and, where by the contract credit was to 
be given, to refuse further delivery except on the terms 
of cash payment. ‘To this extent, then, insolvency changes 
the rights of the parties ; but it does not of itself rescind 
the contract, or discharge the opposite party from his 
obligation to deliver. 

The two cases of Bloomer v. Bernstein (23 W. R. 238, 
L, R. 9 C. P. 580) and Morgan v. Bain (23 W. R. 239, 
L. R. 10 C. P. 15) discuss the question as to the effect of 
insolvency considered as a circumstance evidencing, or 
tending to evidence, the rescission or abandonment of 
the contract. Bloomer vy. Bernstein, indeed, can, perhaps, 
hardly be re as illustrating this point, because on 
the finding of the jury the plaintiff, to whom his estate 
had been re-assigned, was never, at any part of the time ‘ 
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during which:he was by the contract entitled to call for 
deliveries, able to perform the corresponding obligation 
of paying cash, cash payments being stipulated for by the 
original contract. There was, therefore, an absence of 
readiness and willingness on his part in respect of the 
very deliveries sued for, and this might have been 
enough for the determination of the case. But the court, 
no doubt, rather proceed upon the finding that the plain- 
tiff, his trustee and creditors (under circumstances which 
it is not worth while to detail), both determined to 
abandon the contract, and conducted themselves so as to 
entitle the defendant reasonably to believe that they 
intended to abandon it. The part, however, played by 
insolvency in this case is not very distinct; more can 
hardly be said of it than that it was the occasion of a 
group of circumstances peculiar to itself, which justified 
that finding ; and if that finding is once made, there is 
an end of the question, for the intention of the defendant 
‘to abandon the contract was clear. 

But in Morgan v. Bain the fact of insolvency had a 
more distinct influence. It is true that there also the 
court (on a special case) seem to have drawn the infer- 
ence that both parties intended to rescind the contract ; 
but the mode of reasoning by which they arrived at 
their conclusion, and the language used, lay down some- 
thing which may be termed a rule of construction for 
cases where insolvency supervenes upon an unperformed 
or partially performed contract of this nature. This is 
best stated by Brett, J.,who says, speaking of the 
expressions used by Mellish, L.J., in Ex parte Chalmers, 
“ The meaning of this seems to be, that when the fact of 
insolvency is communicated to the vendor, a duty arises 
on the part of the insolvent to negative the presumption 
that the vendor would be otherwise entitled to draw, 
that the insolvent intends to abandon the contract ;”’ so 
that, in the absence of such a negative, the vendor is 
entitled to assume, and as against the insolvent it must 
be taken, that he himself intended to abandon the con- 
tract. .The vendor is entitled to refuse delivery except 
egainst cash, which it is reasonable to suppose the insol- 
vent cannot pay and will not pay. The inference arises 
that the insolvent abandons the contract, which inference 
will be taken to be true unless he promptly denies it. 
This seems the tendency of the decision rather than the 
thing actually decided ; for, as before noticed, there were 
circumstances which, as in Bloomer v. Bernstein, war- 
ranted the conclusion that the inference was true in 
fact. 

Taking this, however, as what the case tends to estab- 
lish, several observations suggest themselves. First, 
will the same rule hold true where the contract is for 
cash? If the basis of the reasoning is that the insolvent 
is not likely to be able to pay cash, and that for that 
reason the inference in question arises, it will apply to 
such a case. Butif the reasoning includes in its founda- 
tion the circumstance that the insolvency changes the 
terms of the contract from credit to cash, and that the 
insolvent may be expected to notify his willingness to 
accept those altered terms, as some of the expressions 
used seem to intimate, it will not apply where, since no 
terms are altered, no such notification is to be expected. 

Secondly, in the case in question the insolvency was 
notified to the vendor. Is this circumstance of import- 
ance, or will the case apply where the insolvent makes 
no such communication? In a case where the contract 
is on credit it can hardly be of importance, for the 
change in the rights of the parties is worked by the 
insolvency, and not by its communication. But if the 
contract is for cash, then, even assuming that no notifica- 
tion by the insolvent of his intention to go on is neces- 
sary to keep alive the contract, it may be that notifica- 
tion of insolvency voluntarily made by him, without any 
notification of an intention to go on, would give rise to 
an inference of an intention to abandon. 

Thirdly, assuming, in any case, a notification of the in- 
tention to go on to be necessary, when must such a notifi- 
cation be given? It canhardly besaid that it must be given 











atonce. Must it be given in reasonable time, and, if so, 
with reference to what is reasonableness to be measured ? 
With reference to thé time when the next delivery will 
be due? This would be a convenient rule. 

Fourthly, in the case in question the action was brought 
by the insolvent himself, to whom his estate had been re- 
assigned ; but if the trustee were to adopt the contract 
he must do so subject to the same change in its terms. 
Does, then, the same rule apply tetim? Unless some- 
thing turns on the notification of insolvency, or except 
where something turns on it, there seems no reason why 
it should not. But at any rate, if the trustee fails to do 
timely any act which may be necessary to keep the 
contract alive, it seems clear that the insolvent, after- 
wards taking a re-assignment of his estate, must take it 
subject to any loss or diminution in it which may have 
been caused by the non-performance of that act by the 
person who was for the time being entitled to do it. 

Fifthly, although the insolvent may be unable to do any 
act, or to exercise effectually any intention, of abandon- 
ment, the question may arise how far the trustee may be 
compromised by the insolvent’s omission to enable 
him to give timely notice of his intention to go on 
where that notice is necessary. 

There seem to be thus many questions suggested by 
the state of circumstances above discussed, which the 
cases lately decided de not enable us to solve. 








WRIT OF ERROR. 


Tue Tichborne case seems destined to exhaust every form 
of judicial and extra-judicial procedure, and to illustrate 
every unfamiliar branch of law. Its latest phase was 
seen in the application made to the Court of Exchequer 
last Saturday to set aside an order made by Huddle- 
ston, J., at chambers, staying proceedings in an action 
brought by the claimant against the clerk of the Petty Bag 
Office. It appears that after the decision of the Queen’s 
Bench refusing a rule for a new trial (L. R. 9 Q. B. 358) an 
application was made to the Attorney-General for his fiat 
for a writ of error; the grounds of error being, we believe, 
chiefly the delivery of judgment out of term, and the trial 
at Westminster of an offence committed in the City of 
London. The jiat being refused, the step was taken of 
tendering to the cursitor for sealing a writ of error with 
fees prescribed by 12 & 13 Vict. c. 109,s.38, but without the 
Jiat of the Attorney-General, which has for a long period 
been required as the authority to the cursitor to seal the 
writ in all criminal cases; the defendant alleging that 
in the case of misdemeanour the writ of error was a writ 
of right, and the fiat unnecessary. On the cursitor’s re- 
fusal to seal the writ, an action of mandamus under the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, was commenced 
against him ; and it was this action which (after delivery 
of the declaration) was stayed by the order of Huddle- 
ston, J., at chambers, the subject of the recent appeal to 
the court. The application for a rule was based on the 
argument that the point, whether in the case of mis- 
demeanour the Attorney-General’s iat was neces- 
sary, was at least a matter of too great doubt, 
and at the same time of too great importance, to be de- 
cided on a summary application, and that the plaintiff 
was entitled to raise the question in a form in which he 
might take the opinion of a court of appeal; and it 
would, of course, have been sufficient to show the point 
to be doubtful to entitle the plaintiff not to have his 
action stayed as frivolous. The court in refusing a rule 
appear to have held that it was too clear for doubt, that 
the jiat was necessary, and that without it the cursitor's 
duty to seal the writ never arose, leaving the claimant to 
raise in any other way the question whether it was the 
duty of the Attorney-General ex debdito justitic to grant 
his fiat. 

% seems to have been universally allowed that in 
civil causes, except where the Crown was a party (F. N. 
B. p. 21 H., n. [a]), the writ of error was a writ of right ; 
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on the other hand, in treason and felony (except where it 
was expressly given by statute) the writ was always treated 
as of grace and not of right. But the first clear decisicn 
relating to misdemeanours which we meet with is Crawle’s 
case (1 Vern. 170), in 1683, where a man who had been 
convicted on an indictment for not going to church, and 
who had unsuccessfully applied to the Attorney-General 
for his fiat for a writ of error, applied to Lord Keeper 

Guildford to order the cursitor to issue the writ. This 
the Lord Keeper declined to do, saying that he had no 
power to make such an order. And he said that “ he took 
it that a writ of error in a criminal matter was ex gratia 
regis in all cases, but when provision is made for the 
same by the statute, and is not due ex debito justitie, 
or de cursu, as Mr. Wallop would have it; butif there 
were real error in the case, and a writ of error was not 
sought for delay, the way was to petition the King, and 
he would give direction for inspecting the proceedings, to 
see if there was real error or whether a writ of error 
was sought purely for delay.” In the subsequent case, 
The Rioters (1 Vern. 175), decided in the same year, where 
the application was made for a mandatory writ to the 
Chief Justice of the King’s Bench to sign a bill of excep- 
tions, the Lord Keeper referred again to this question, 
and used the same expressions. He further said that 
“he had a collection of several cases out of the old books 
that were given him by my Lord Hale,-C.J., which show 
that writs of error in criminal cases are not granted ex 
debito justitie but ex gratia regis, and in such a case a 
man ought to make application to the King, and he will 
then refer it to his council, and, if they certify there is 
error, the King will not deny a writ of error.” Subse- 
quently in the Convention Parliament of 1689, in con- 
sequence of the outrageous proceedings taken in Sir 
Thomas Armstrong's case by the notorious Jeffries, cer- 
tain resolutions were passed by the House of Commons, 
the third of which was “that a writ of error for the 
reversal of a judgment in felony or treason is the right 
of the subject, and ought to be granted at his desire, 
and it is not an act of grace or favour which may be de- 
nied or granted at pleasure.” This, of course, is not an 
authoritative statement of the law, and it must further be 
remembered that in Sir Thomas Armstrong's case as it 
came before Jeffries the application was not really for a 
writ of error to reverse the judgment of outlawry, but a 
claim under the express words of 5 & 6 Ed. 6, c. 11, s. 8, 
to pass over the outlawry and traverse the indictment. It 
appears, however, from the subsequent proceedings, re- 
ported in 10 State Trials, p. 119, that an application was 
taade for a writ of error by Lady Armstrong to the Lord 
Keeper and the Attorney-General, which was refused. 
The first resolution of the House related to the plea be- 
fore Jeffries, the third, above quoted, to the refusal of the 
writof error. That the practice with respect to writsof error 
was at that time in some Obscurity seems shown by the 
contradictory statements made in the course of the pro- 
ceedings taken by the Convention Parliament against 
Sir Robert Sawyer, the Attorney-General at the time of 
Sir Thomas Armstrong’s trial, and the prosecuting 
counsel (and which ended in his expulsion from the 
House); and those made by Roger North in his reply to 

Lady Armstrong’s request addressed to Lord Keeper 
Guildford. According to the first of these statements it 
was not in the power of the Attorney-General to grant a 
fut, vat that the King or the Lord Keeper must be ap- 
plied to by petition; according to the second it was not 
in the power of the Great Seal to grant a fiat, but it 
must be obtained from the Attorney-General. 

; In the Aylesbury case (14 State Trials, $62) the ques- 
tion was again raised upon the action brought against 
the sheriff by certain voters of Aylesbury for refusing 
their votes. The Court of Qneen’s Bench, Holt, C.J., 
dissenting, held that the action would not lie; but the 
House of Commons went farther, and, on proceedings 
being taken in error by the plaintiffs, declared 
the proceedings to be a breach of privilege, com. 
mitted to the custody of the Serjeant-at-Arms those 





who were concerned in them, and addressed a re-. 
monstrance to the Crown against granting. the writ. 
The matter was referred to the Attorney-General, and 
afterwards the opinions of the twelve judges were taken 
on the point whether in that case a writ of error was a 
writ of right or of grace. Ten of the judges gave their 
opinion that it was a writ of right “in this case,” 
but from this opinion two judges dissented. Subse- 
quently the Lords presented an address to the Queen in 
which they referred to the declaration of the House of 
Commons in 1689, urging that “they then thought a 
writ of error was the right of the subject in capital cases 
(where only it had been at any time doubted of). But 
that it is a writ of right in all other cases has been 
affirmed in the law books, is verified by the constant 
practice, and is the opinion of all your present judges, 
except Mr. Baron Price and Mr. Baron' Smith.” So far 
as concerned the case in question, which was a civil ac- 
tion, the expressions used by the Lords were justified ; but 
we have seen that, so far as concerned the case of mis- 
demeanours, the statement went (to say the least) beyond 
what the authorities vouched in its support would fully 
warrant. The writ of error in this case was, as is well- 
known, ultimately granted, and the judgment below was 
reversed. The interest of the case in the present inquiry 
lies wholly in the declaration of the Lords, fcr the opinion 
of the judges was limited to the case in hand. 

We may conclude from the foregoing examination that 
there was at this time considerable uncertainty both as 
to the law and the practice. That the writ of error was 
of right in civil cases was clear; that it was not of right 
in treason and felony seems not to have been questioned, 
except by the Commons’ declaration in 1689; that it was 
not of right in misdemeanours may be considered as not 
clearly made out, though the authorities were in favour 
of that view. But in what way the /iat, where necessary, 
was to be obtained, whether by petition to the Crown, or 
to the Keeper of the Great Seal, or to the Attorney- 
General, seems to have been very uncertain. The 
practice, however, of obtaining the fiat from the Attorneys. 
General seems to have been that usually pursued, and 
there can be no doubt that by the time of Wilkes’ case, in 
1770 (4 Burr. 2527), it was fully established. 

In Wilkes’ case the writ of error was to reverse the 
outlawry of the defendant after conviction on two in- 
dictments for libel in the publication of the North 
Briton. At first the Attorney-General refused his fiat 
on the ground that Wilkes, who had appeared in person, 
but had not been apprehended, was not in custody, 
“because he could not find any precedent for an Attor- 
ney-General’s granting a fiat when the party was not in 
custody” ; but this difficulty being afterwards removed 
by the committal of Wilkes, the jiat was granted and 
the writ issued. The outlawry was reversed after 
elaborate arguments, and a scrutiny of precedents by 
members of the bench, which enabled Lord Mansfield to 
say, “I think I am now thoroughly master of a subject 
which I am not at all ashamed to say I knew very 
little of before.’ In delivering judgment, Lord 
Mansfield, referring to the words of the Lord 
Keeper in Crawle's case and The Rioters’ case, 
laid it down that “till the 3rd of Queen Anne, 
a writ of error in any criminal case was held to 
be merely ex gratia, It never was granted ex- 
cept when the King, from justice when there really was 
error, or from favour when there was no error, was will- 
ing the outlawry should be reversed. . . . But in 
the 3rd of Queen Anne ten of the judges were of opinion 
that in all cases under treason and felony a writ of error 
was not merely of grace, but ought to be granted. Price 
and Smith were of a contrary opinion, that a writ of error 
was grace only in all criminal cases,’ This is not, in 
fact, as above noticed, what the judges really said, but 
it is what the Lords said, and it seems at least to have 
been accepted and acted upon; for Lord Mansfield 
added, “She opinion in the 3rd of Queen Anne has 
made a great alteration as to outlawries in criminal vases 
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under treason and felony. In a misdemeanour, if there 
is probable cause it ought not to be denied; this court 
would order the Attorney-General to grant his fiat. But 
be the error ever so manifest in treason or felony, 
the King’s pleasure to deny the writ is conclusive,” 
and for this he vouches Lord Muskerry's case. Lord 
Mansfield, it will be noticed, is not very accurate in his 
quotation of the ten judges. They did not say that a 
writ of error “ ought to be granted” in the case before 
them, und they did not say, either that it was a writ of 
right, or that it ought to be granted in every case under 
treason and felony ; what they did say was that it was a 
“writ of right” “in this case.” After this loose quota- 
tion Lord Mansfield proceeds to say, “The ten did not 
mean that it was a writ of course, but that where there 
was probable error it ought not to be denied. It cannot 
issue now without a fiat from the Attorney-General, who 
always examines whether it be sought merely for delay 
or upon a probable error.” 

This course of practice and these decisions put the 
writ of error to this extent upon a firm basis; that in 
cases of misdemeanour the Attorney-General’s jiat was 
nesessary, and that course of proceeding has never since 
been broken in upon except in the solitary case of The 
King v. Rowe (2 Moll. 27), a case, it may be observed, 
which does not seem to have been at all affected by the 
operation of 21 & 22 Geo. 3, c. 47, and 40 Geo. 3, c. 39, 
relating to writs of error in Ireland, but to have been 
treated on common law principles. On a conviction for 
@ misdemeanour under the revenue laws, the defendant 
applied to the Attorney-General for his fiat for a writ of 
error. The law officer refused to grant it on the ground 
that it was not needed. Thereupon the defendant applied 
to the Lord Chancellor, Sir Anthony Hart, for an order 
to the cursitor to issue the writ, an application, therefore, 
similar to that which had been refused by Lord Keeper 
Guildford. It was admitted that the invariable custom 
had been to obtain the fiat ; but on the ground that, when 
applied for, it was granted as a matter of course in cases 
of misdemeanours, which was the ground on which the 
Attorney-General had said it was unnecessary, the 
Lord Chancellor held the same, and ordered the cursitor 
to issue thé writ. It is to be observed that it was fully 
admitted by the Lord Chancellor that the invariable 
usage had been to obtain the jiat, and further, that the 
ease seems to have been slenderly or not at all argued, 
and that none of the authorities were cited. The Lord 
Chancellor remarked that “such forms are toll bars on 
the road to justice. The present Attorney-General has 
removed one;’’ but it seems not to have occurred to him 
to ask what authority the Attorney-General or the Lord 
Chancellor had to remove toll bars which the law had 
setup. The reasoning of the Lord Chaucellor throughout 
is such as will not commend itself to a legal mind, and 
it is not to be wondered at that when in 1868 this case 
was relied on in support of a similar application in 
Pigott's case (11 Cox, 311) its authority was disregarded 
and the application refused. On the warrant of such 
authority and practice, the decision of the Court of 
Exchequer seems fully justified. It is impossible to say 
that the question was open to reasonable doubt. 

It remains only to notica in what sense it can be 
said that the writ is, in cases of misdemeanour, ex debito 
Justitia, It will be observed that Lord Mansfield laid 
it down expressly in Wilkes’ case that if there was 
“‘ probable cause,” the court would “ order the Attorney- 
General to grant his fiat.’ And if so much as this is 
not the right of the defendant, it is obviously an idle 
thing to say that it is, in any intelligible sense, ex dedito 
Justitiv ; that phraso is reduced to mean that the 
Attorney-General must answer to his own conscience for 
its refusal; because, although in treason and felony the 
distinction is still maintained that it is purely ex gratia 
regis, which would import that, as in Lord Mnskerry’s 
case, it may be refused for merely political reasons, we 
apprehend that no Attorney-General could, at the pre- 
sont day, justify himself in refusing the writ on such 





grounds where there was probableerror. That, however, 
this is all that is meant, appears to be established by Ex 
parte Newton (4 E. & B. 869), the reasoning in which was 
adhered to in Peg. v. Lees (6 W. R. 660, E. B. & E. 828). 
In Ex parte Newton an application was made to the 
court for an order on the Attorney-General to issue his 
Jiat for a writ of error in a case of misdemeanour. The 
application was refused, the court holding that the 
granting of the fiat was in the absolute discretion of the 
Attorney-General, a discretion which they had no power 
to review, and Lord Campbell evaded the authority of 
Lord Mansfield’s dictum by suggesting that he was mis- 
reported, a very unlikely suggestion ; while Crompton, J., 
more honestly declined to accept it by saying, truly 
enough, that the dictum was not called for by the case. 
Certain it is that no precedent could be produced of 
such an order having been made by the court, and it is 
not probable that the decision then come to will be de- 
parted from if the same experiment is ever repeated. 
In effect, then, it must be said that, for practical pur- 
poses, the distinction between writs of error in cases of 
treason and felony and in cases of misdemeanour, which 
was once thought to be established, is now exploded ; 
for although Lord Campbell expressed his “hearty con- 
currence” in the statement that when there was prob- 
able cause the fiat ought not to be refused, probably he 
would have said as much, certainly as much ought to be 
said, in cases of treason and felony. 

Perhaps, with this effort, we have seen the last of the 
great Tichborne case in the law courts; how long it may 
continue to agitate Parliament and to disturb the con. 
stituencies, the good sense of the country must decide. 








Recent Becisians. 


EQUITY. 
Estars AGEnt’s RiGuT To ENTER INTO A CoNTRACT FOR 
Saxe. 


Hamer v. Sharp, V.C.H., 23 W. R. 158, L. R. 19 Eq. 108, 


This case shows a new danger attending the possession 
of real estate. The owner of the equity of redemption 
of some houses gave a written request to an estate agent 
“to procure a purchaser" for the houses, and to adver- 
tise them in his circular. The particulars of the rent, 
tenants, &c., were given in this writing, after which came 
the following words :—“ when I will pay you a commis- 
sion and expenses of £50." The agent, without any 
further instructions, entered into a written contract with 
a purchaser at the price fixed by the owner, and subject 
to the following condition, which was the only stipulation 
in the contract in any way relating to the title :—* The 
vendor to supply an abstract of the title held by him, and 
should the same be found defective the vendor shall have 
the option to cancel the contract on returning the deposit 
money without interest or expenses, or to make good the 
defect.” The owner declined to complete the purchase, 
and the intending purchaser filed a bill against him for 
specific performance. The case was decided on the quese 
tion of the estate agent’s authority to bind the owner, 
and we are not concerned with the defence on the facts 
set up by the defendant. 

Now there are evidently two ways of regarding the 
question : first, whether, under such circumstances, an 
estate agent has any authority to enter into a contract 
at all; and secondly, whether he has authority to enter 
into such a contract as that in the particular case, Every 
reason of convenience is plainly against his having any 
authority whatever. No man in his senses enters inte a 
contract for the sale of real or leasehold property without 
the assistance of his solicitor, He procures the purchaser 
and then takes professional advice; and it is evidently 
his own part of the business, and not his solicitors, that 
he hands over to an estate agent when he asks him te 
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procure a purchaser. Whatever might be the construc- 
tion of such an authority in the case of a person desiring 
to sell chattels, it is plain that, with respect to real prop- 
erty, this is not only the common sense view of the 
matter. but is in accordance with the principle laid 
down in the House of Lords in the recent case of Bain v. 
Fothergill (23 W. R. 261, L. R. 7 H. L. 158), where the 
eomplexity of the English law of real property is given 
as the reason for the rule in Flureau v. Thornhill (2 
W. Bl. 1078) establishing an exception to the ordinary 
measure of damages in cases where a vendor cannot make 
a title. The complexity of the law, it is there stated, 
must be supposed to be in the minds of both purchaser 
and vendor; and if so, it ought equally to be supposed 
to be in the minds of vendor and estate agent. 

The Vice-Chancellor, however, in the recent case, 
though expressing a strong opinion in favour of the view 
that the agent had no authority to enter into any con- 
tract at all, yet based his decision entirely on the 
ground that if the agent had authority, it was to enter 
into a contract of a very different description. He 
considered that the agent “‘ must have known that if the 
property had been offered for sale by public auction 
there would have been conditions to guard the vendor 
against being subject to certain expenses, and to prevent 
the contract becoming abortive by reason of a purchaser 
requiring a strictly marketable title.” Accordingly, his 
honour held that such a contract as he actually signed 
“was not one within the scope of his authority to sign.” 
This is a plain and intelligible ground of decision; and 
we regret that his honour went on to refer to the discre- 
tion which the court has in cases of specific performance. 
It appears to us that if the court was right in coming to 
the conclusion that the contract was not within the scope 
of the agent’s authority, it had no discretion whether it 
should enforce the contract or not; while if the principal 
had given the agent authority to enter into the contract, 

‘it would be wrong for the court to exercise any discretion 
for the mere purpose of protecting him from the conse- 
quences of his own acts. 

We may add that the case raised a perfectly novel 
point; and that the only authority cited in the arguments 
was the case of Ireland v. Livingston (L. R. 5 H. L. 395), 
the applicability of which to the case before the court 
will appear from the statement that it was a question 
which arose between a merchant and his commission 
agents with respect to a letter of orders desiring the latter 
to ship sugar from the Mauritius to this country. The 
letter of orders was capable of two interpretations; the 
sgents fairly and honestly acted on one of them; and the 
merchant repudiated, and in effect sought to make the 
lose resulting from the speculation fall upon the agents. 





COMMON LAW. 
InsvuRapLe INTEREST. 


Anderson v. Morrice, C. P. 23 W. R. 180, L. R. 10, 
C. P. 58. 

We may discuss hereafter one of the questions 
yaised in this case. A second point which arose was 
novel. The plaintiff had contracted for the purchase of 
2 cargo of rice to be shipped on a particular vessel; a 
part of the cargo had been shipped and was lost with the 
vessel, The insurance was on the cargo, and the question 
was whether the plaintiff had an insurable interest in the 
whole or any part of the rice. The court held that, 
although, by reason of the ship not having a full cargo on 
board, the plaintiff could not have been required to 
accept it as a performance of the contract, yet “from the 
fact of the ship being designated in the contract, and 
thereby agreed by both buyer and seller to be the reci- 
pient of the rice to be appropriated to the contract, there 
was such an appropriation of the rice on board to the 
eontract as to prevent the sellers from withdrawing that 
riee without the consent of the buyer,” and that the rice 
being thus appropriated, and the buyer having the op- 





tion to take it as rice delivered under the contract, he 
had by virtue of that option an insurable interest. The 
court, indeed, describe the option, not as an option of 
accepting, but an option of rejecting, and the exercise 
of the option as a refusal to exercise the option of reject- 
ing; but no additional force seems to be given to the 
argument by this mode of describing the plaintiff's right, 
which is less logical and consistent than the other; for a 
right to reject is a negative right merely amounting to 
this, that the buyer is not bound because due perfor- 
mance is not tendered; a right to accept is a positive 
right, namely this, that the buyer is entitled to say as 
against the seller that, notwithstanding imperfect per- 
formance, he will take what is done in part performance. 
The decision seems in conformity with the case of Sparkes 
v. Marshall (2 Bing. N. C. 761), relied on by the 
court, as well as with the view suggested by Willes, J., in 
Joyce v. Swan (17 C. B. N.S. 84). 








RECEIVERS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


THE status and rights of a receiver appointed by the Court 
of Bankruptcy were very fully discussed in a case of Lr 
parte Cochrane, which was decided by the Chief Judge on 
Monday week. It is well settled that when a receiver has 
been appoiated by the Court of Chancery any disturbance 
of his possession is a contempt of court, and is punishakle 
accordingly ; and even if he has been improperly appointed, 
the propriety of the order appointing him must not be 
questioned by disobedience to it (Russell v. The Last 
Anglian Railway Company, 3 M. & G. 104). 

It is clear that in many respects a receiver appointed 
by the Court of Bankruptcy stands in a different position 
from a receiver appointed by the Court of Chancery, and 
the question bas arisen whether an interference with the 
receiver's possession amounts to a contempt in the former 
case as it does in the latter. In Hx parte Till (21 
W. R. 574, L R. 16 Eq. 97), the Chief Judge is reported to 
have said, ‘‘ There is nothing in the rules to give the re- 
ceiver the powers or rights of a receiver appointed by the 
Court of Chancery,” but by his decision in Ex parte 
Cochrane this observation has been very much qualified. 

The material sections of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, and 
the Rules of 1870, which relate to the appointment of a 
receiver, are these :—Section 13 provides that the court 
may at any time after presentation of a bankraptoy peti- 
tion “‘ appoint a receiver or manager of the property or 
business of the debtor against whom the petition is pre- 
sented.” Rule 260 gives a similar power to appoint a re- 
ceiver at any time after the filing of a liquidation petition, 
and rule 299 provides that ‘‘ the court shall have the same 
power and discretion as to the appointment, remuneration, 
and removal of the receiver and manager, and in the settle- 
ment of his accounts, and in directing the appropriation of 
moneys or property in his hands asis exersised by the Court 
of Chancery, or as near theretoas may be.” And it may be 
noticed that section 20 of the Act enacts that the trustee in 
a bankruptcy (and this by virtue of section 125 appears to 
apply slso to the trustee in a liquidation) ‘‘ shall in relation 
to and for the purpose of acquiring or retaining possession 
of the property of a bankrupt, be in the same position in all 
respects as if he were a receiver appointed by the Court of 
Chancery, and the court may, on his application, enforce 
such acquisition or retention of property accordingly.” 
It is a matter of every-day practice in the Court of Bank- 
ruptcy to appoint a receiver immediately on the pressntation 
of a bankruptcy or liquidation petition, the appointment be- 
ing made ez parte at the instance of the petitioning creditor 
or the debtor (as the case may be), and the «ppointment 
being (see form No. 13, of 1870) ‘to collect, get in, and 
receive the property of the debtor.” Here at once material 
distinctions appear between this appointment and the ap- 
pointment of « receiver in Chancery, As @ general rule, 
the appointment by the Court of Chancery will only be 
made upon notice ; whereas in bankruptcy it is necessarily 
made ex parte, In Chancery the property to be received 
must be specified; in bankruptcy the property to be received 
is ‘‘the property of the debtor; ” and there may well be 
property of which the debtor is in possession which is not his, 
even for the purposes of administration in as 
¢.g., chattels which he has assigned by a registered bill of 
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sale, where he is not a trader, and therefore not within the 
reputed ownersbip clause. In Ex parte Anderson (18 W. R. 
716, L. R. 5 Ch. 473‘, Lord Justice Giffard said, with refer- 
ence to section 13 of the Act, ‘It was, in fact, giving the 
Court of Bankruptcy power to intervene, although there 
should not be before it a person who could, in the ordinary 
sense of the term, be plaintiff in an action at law, or in a 
suit in equity. Its object was that, the moment the peti- 
tion was presented, there might be a receiver, there might 
be a manag-r, at the instance, we will say, of the creditor 
who presented the petition, or at the instance of the bank- 
rapt who presented the petition, so that there might be 
some interim management under whch the property mizht 
be preserved up to the time when there should be au adju- 
dication in bankruptcy. . . . It is, in fact, a dis*inct enact- 
ment standing by itself, for the mere purpose of preserving 
property unt'l there is a person before the court who can 
stand in the prsition of a real plaint‘tf.”’ 

In Ez parte Till, immediately alt-r the filing of a liqni- 
dation petition, a receiver and manager of the debtor's 
property and business was appointed, and he took posses- 
sion. Afterwards the debtor's landlord, without first ob- 
taining the Jeave of the court, dis‘rained goods in the re- 
ceiver’s possession for a year’s rent due by the debtor. The 
judge of the county court ordered the Jandiord to be com- 
mitted for contempt, but this ord:r was discharged by the 
Chief Judge. He held that, inasmuch as section 34 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, preserves to the landlord his right 
to distrain after the commencement of a bankruptcy for a 
year’s rent due to him prior to the date of thé order of ad- 
judication, the receiver must be taken to have-been ap- 

‘inted ‘‘to receive property which was liable to a distress 
for rent,” and that the landlord could not be restrained 
from exercising his rights, unle:s upon the terms of pro- 
viding for the payment of what was due to him. In the 
course of his judgment in that case the Chief Judge used 
the words we have already quoted, and they certainly appear 
most general in their application. 

In Ex parte Cochrane, the day after the filing of a liqui- 
dation petition, a receiver of the debtor's property was 
appointed, and he took possession. After he had done so 
the holder of a duly registered bill of sale of the debtor’s 
farming stock (he was not a trader), acting under the 
powers conferred by the bill of sale, forcibly removed 
some of the debtor’s horses out of the possession of the 
rgceiver. The county court judge made an order restrain- 
ing the bill of sale holder from taking any further pro- 
ceedings, by sale or otherwise, under his security, express- 
ing at the same time an opinion that the forcible removal 
of the property amounted to a contempt of court. In this 
opinion the Chief Judge concurred. He said that, if the 
property could be in this way wrested from the hands of 
the receiver, the appointment would be a fruitless one. 
No hardship would be done to a person who had a valid 
title to the property, for he would only have to apply to 
the court to order the receiver to give it up to him. His 
lordship explained what he said in Zr parte Till as in- 
tended to apply only to the case of a landlord, who had a 
right paramount to all others, the receiver taking the 
debtor’s property subject to that paramount right. It is 
difficult to see how this decision and that in Ev parte Till 
oan stand together. For, inasmuch as section 12 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869, which provides that after adjadica- 
tion no creditor of the bankrupt in respect of a debt 
provable in the bankruptcy ‘shall have any remedy 
against tha property or person of the bankrupt, except in 
manner directed by this Act,” expressly reserves the right 
of a creditor ‘‘holding a security upon the property of a 
bankrupt to realize or otherwise deal with such security 
as he would have been entitled to realize or deal with the 
same if this section had not been passed,” it would seem 
that a secured creditor, whose rights are thus reserved, 
stands in a position at least as good as that of a landlord, 
whose rights are very materially out down by the Act. If 
the latter is at liberty, notwithstanding the appointment 
of a receiver, to help himself, why should the former be 
precluded from so doing? In both cases, however, it is 
no doubt more convenient for the due administration of the 
bankrapt's estate that the person who makes a claim, 
which he asserts to be a paramount one, should not be 
allowed to determine for himself whether that claim is 
valid, but should be compelled, before enforcing it, to 
satisfy the Court of Bankraptoy that it is well founded. 





Puates. 


Ir appears that the lights of the law are not all to be 
found within the profession. A civilian judge of the Madrae 
High Court has recently been compelled by the state of his 
health to come to Europe on leave of absence, and the 
Madras Jurist takes advantags of the opportunity to set 
forth his merits in the following eloquent strains :—‘“‘ He is 
one of the worthies of that grand old race of civilians now 
fast disappearing, who not only formed for a century and 
more the hereditary aristocrscy of India, but who, by their 
masterly government and wonderful development of this 
great ewpire, have contributed so much to the glory and re- 
nown of England among surrounding nations. But even as 
one of that splendid service Mr. Justice Holluway stands 
well-nigh alone, as a rare combination of giant talent, grand 
disinterestedness, and an almost savage uprightness of 
character. It would be presumptuous in us to comment or 
his wonderful capacity as a judge. Every branch of law was 
at his finge:s’ ends, backed by a master brain and an eloquent 
tongue. It would be a publi> calamity if he were 
to retire. Who is to replace him? But fortunately there is 
every hope of his returning tu us with renewed vigour, after 
the waters of Carlsbad have effected the cure which his 
phys'‘cians confidently predict. Mr. Justice Holloway is 
but forty-seven years of age and of giant frame and irea 
constitution, equal even to the requirements of his marvel- 
lous intellect. We hope that February next will see him 
once more seated on the bench of our High Court, and that 
our pages will again be illuminated with a learning that 
takes ia the wisdom of our forefathers as well as the ad- 
vancing ideas of modern legal science and judicial know- 


A RATHER cuRIoUS case of Burke v. Child was recently 
decided in the Unit-d States Sup-ene Court. The facts, 
as stated by the Albany Law Journal, were that Nicholas 
P. Trist had a claim against the United States for his ser- 
vices touching the treaty of Guadeloupe Hidalgo. After 
delay of ear. twenty years he concluded to sutmit it te 
Congress, and ask its payment. He made an agreement 
with Linus Child that Child should take charge of the 
claim, and prosecute it as his agent and attorney. As & 
compensation for the services of Child, it was agreed that 
he should receive twenty-five per cent. of whatever sum 
Congress might a!low in payment of the claim. If nothing 
was allowed, he was to receive nothing. Child prepared . 
petition, and presented the claim to Congress, Beforefiaal 
action was taken upon it by that body, Child died. The 
appellee, his son and personal representative, who was ti: 
partner when the agreement between him and Trist was 
entered into and dowa to the time of his death, continued 
the prosecution of the claim. The action was brought by 
Mr. Child to recover against the administrators of Trist 
for services rendered in procuring action by Congress for his 
relief. The court below gave judgment in favour of plain- 
tiff; but the United States Supreme Court reversed the 
judgment, holding that claims tor lobby services are net 
founded in good morals, and cannot be maintained in the 
courts. Swayne, J., who delivered the opinion, referred te 
the following cases where agreements were held void: Aa 
agreement to pay for supporting, for election, a candidate 
for sheriff (3 Hals. 54) ; to pay for resigoing a public pesi- 
tion to make room for another (4 R. L. 395, 1 H. Blackst. 
$22); to pay for not bidding at a sheriff's sale of real prop- 
erty (3 Johnson's Cases, 29); to pay for not eee Se 
articles to be sold by the Government at auction (6 Jo! 
194) ; to pay for not bidding for a contract to carry the mail 
yn a specified route (5 Hals. 87); to pay a person for his 
aid and influence in procuring an office, and for not being a 
candidate himself (4 Comst. 449); to pay for uring & 
contract from the Government (2 Wall. 45); to pay for pro- 
curing signatures to a petition to the governor for a pardor 
(7 Watts, 152); to sell land to a particular person wher 
the surrogate’s order to sell should have boen obtained (3 
Cowan, 299); to ry for suppressing evidence and com- 
pounding a felony (2 Wilsoa, 347) ; to convey and assign a 
part of what should come from an anceator by desceat, devise, 
or distribution (7 Mass. 112); to pay for promoting a mar 
riage (4 Bro, P. C. 144), 
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THE American Law Review quotes from the daily papers 
the following account of a scene which occurred on the trial 
of a case of Boucicauit v. Hart, from which it appears that 
our own O'Gorman is not the sole representative of his race : 
—‘* Prcveedings were opened by Mr. Purdy, who moved to 
postpone argument on the order on the ground that he had 
not had time to fully prepare himself. ‘The more I in- 
vestigate this matter,’ said Mr. Purdy, ‘ the more I am con- 
vinced that Mr. Hart hasa per‘ect defence against the charge 
of infringement. In order to prepare the affidavits, which 
are now ready, I have been obliged to read the first volume 
of Hall's “‘ History of Ireland,” as well as several plays in 
manuscript ; and, before I can provide other necessary 
affidavits, I shall have to read a great many more plays. 
Moreover, we have not been furnished with a copy of Mr. 
Boucicauit’s “Shaughraun,” and, as we are informed, there 
is no copy of it on file with the librarian of Congress.’ In 
replying to Mr. Purdy, Mr. O’Gorman extended to him his 
“unalloyed commiseration’ for being forced to do so mu‘h 
reading, and especi»lly for having to read any part of Hall’s 
‘History of Ireland.’ ‘I am going to handle this subject 
without gloves,’ said Mr. O'Gorman. ‘The order to show 
cause was served on February 2, and there is therefore now 
no gocd reason for further delay. The defendant has pirated 
our play, and he stands in the position of a thief, a robber, 
and a pickpocket. If, then, he wants an adjournment, let 
him drop the plunder; and if an adjournment is to be 
allowed, we want an ad interim injunction, restra‘ning Hart 
from continuing the ‘‘Skibbeeah” on his stage.’ Mr. 
O’Gorman had hardly taken his seat when Mr. Busteed 
sprang to his feet, repeated substantially what Mr. Purdy 
had said, and, turning toward Mr. O'Gorman and Mr. 
Boucicault, and savagely shaking his fist at them, he said, 
‘Thou that sayest, ‘* Thou shalt not steal,’’ don't thou steal.’ 
He then accused Mr. Boucicault of plagiarism, and said that 
he had stolen the ‘Shaughraun’ from a play performed in 
London four years ago. He next entered into a sarcastic 
eulozy of Mr. O'’Gorman’s learning and eloquence. He had 
spoken but a few minutes upon those subjects when Judge 
Woodruff interrupted him with ‘Do you not think you 
had etter confine yourself to the matter before the court, 
and not waste time?’” 








SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE ACT 
(1873) AMENDMENT BILL, NO. 2, SO FAR 
AS RELATES T0 APPEALS. 


By Avexanper Enwarp Miter, Q.C.* 


NorwitHstaxpinc the temporary collapse of the Lord 
Chancellor's Judicature Bill, so far as regards the Supreme 
Court of Appeal therein proposed, it may, I conceive, ba taken 
as settled, as completely as anything in the future can be so, 
that we are to see established, and that at no distant period, 
one Supreme Court of Final Appeal, clothed with all the 
jurisdiction, and exercising all the functions in respect of ap- 
peals, at present divided between the House of Lords and 
the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. 

It may, I imagine, be further assumed that this jurisdiction 
will be entrusted to a separate and distinct court, having some 
independent constitution of its own; and that Lord Selborne’s 
idea of a rehearing beforea large quoram of the same court, 
and Lord Cairns’s proposal for an appeal from one division to 
another, each consisting of judges equal in diguity and posi- 
tion, and even alternating with one another after the vicious 
example of the Court of Exchequer Chamber, have been alike 
happily abandoned. Under what disguises it may be thonght 
prudent that the court should sit, how far it may be considered 
desirable, either forthe sake of disarming opposition or under 
any idea of preserving prestige, that all or any of the judg- 
ments of the court should take the form of reports to the 
House of Lords or recommendations to her Majesty in Council, 
I do not care to inquire ; provided only the tribunal of last 
resort from every Court of Jndicature in the empire, civil, 
crimina), and ecclesiastical, be in reality one and the same, 
and that that tribunal be properly constituted, having regard 
to the duties which it will have to perform, I look upon it as 
the purest of trivialities to consider whether any and which of 
its orders shall be promulgated under the guise of an Order in 
Council, a resolution of the House of Lords, or any other form 

* Read before the L.w Amendment Society, on Monday, 
evening, April 26. 








which may be considered appropriate. For example, a not un- 
important section of the community at present object to the 
authority of the Judicial Committee in ecclesiastical appeals, 
on the ground that it is a lay court: now, if it would tend to 
remove this objection that the orders of the Cours of Final 
Appeal should, in ecclesiastical causes, be issued in the name 
of the Upper House of Convocation, or otherwise howsoever, 
Ishould not dissent therefrom, provided only that these appeals 
are in fact heard and decided by the same men who are to sit 
in judgment upon appeals from the High Court of Justice, 
(in all its divisions) from Ireland, from Scotland, and from 
India and the Colonies. I fail to see that the decisions of the 
Judicial Committee are, at the present time, one whit less 
authoritative or satisfactory, because they conclude with the 
words, “ Their Lordships will therefore humbly advise her 
Majesty ” so and so, than they would be if they concluded, 
like the decrees of the Court of Chancery, “ This court doth 
order” to the same effect. If, then, there be any person 
(and I believe they may be reckoned by the million) who 
will find consolation or satisfaction in any such sham per- 
petuation of existing authorities as I have described, I, for 
one, should be sorry to disappoint them, and I should 
earnestly deprecate any acticn on the part of more thorough- 
going (though not more thorough) law reformers than I am, 
which would endanger or postpone the realization of the 
substance from any objection to the manner of the coming re- 
form. What ought, so far as I can venture to form an 
opinion, to be the constitution of our Supreme Court of Ap- 
peal, and by what principles we should be guided in its for. 
mation, I have already discussed so fully in a paper which 
I read before this association at its annual meeting in Glasgow*, 
that it would be presumption in me now to go over the 
ground again. I may, however, be permitted to state shortly, 
as more or less connected with the remarks to follow, the 
couclusions at which I then arrived. I showed in that paper 
at any rate to my own satisfaction, that we ought to havea 
Court of Final Appeal of not less than five or more than 
nine members, inclusive of the Lord Chancellor for the time 
being; containing no ex-ofivio member except the Lord Chan- 
cellor, and a seat in which should be incompatible with the 
holding of any other judicial office, except that of Lord Chief 
Justice of England, and which should offer to its members 
such advantages, in the way of salary, position, and other- 
wise, as to make a place in it certain to be regarded as pre- 
ferable to any other position whatever attainable by force of 
legal eminence. 

It is an injustice, both to the judges themselves and to the 
country, to offer to the judges of such # court a position 
barely superior to that of the judges whose decisions they are 
to review, and a salary actually inferior to that of more than 
one of the judges of first instance, 

Further, I showed that the court must not, if it is to be 
accepted by the rest of the empire, be, or tend to become, a 
purely English court, and I suggested a scheme which 
seemed to me sufficiently to provide for this without unduly 
hampering the Government for the time being in the selec- 
tion of the judges, Indeed, if the appointments are honestly 
made upon grounds of legal eminence, and not as a reward 
for political services, very little question of selection can ever 
arise; it is not probable that more than eight or nine men 
will ever be forthcoming at any one time fit to take their 
places on the bench of our ideal court. 

If each gentleman present at this moment wrote down 
—without preconcert—the names of nine persons, to be 
recommended by him for this office, from the ranks of the 
profession (bench and bar) throughout the empire, how 
many names, do you suppose, would be found on ¢very lise ? 
and yet no one who could possibly be passed over (apart from 
personal prejudice), by any one fairly acquainted with the 
subject, could be possessed of sufficient eminence for the 
office in question, For my own part, I do not believe that 
at this moment there are more than six, or at most seven, 
men in existence to whom this office could be fitly entrusted, 
and these, or the majority of them, would be necessarily 
pitched upon, to whomsoever the duty of selection was com- 
mitted, if only that duty were honestly and intelligently per- 
formed. I have troubled you with these remarks, though 
not perhaps quite pertinent to our immediate subject, because 
it is impossible, as it seems to me, properly to approach the 
consideration of the rest of our forensic machinery without 
some idea of what is to be expected, or hoped for, as the key- 
stone of our judicial arch, ‘That may be a very good court 





* Ante p. 119. 
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Gndeed for purposes of intermediate appeal, which would be 
eminently unsatisfactory as the court, or a part of the court, 
of last resort; nay, the very qualities whica may unfit it for 
the due performance of the latter functions may be extra 
qualifications for the purposes of the former, A court of last 
resort should be exhaustively deliberative, eminently patient, 
nothing if not careful; it should therefore not be too easy of 
access, and should treat every case brought before it with the 
utmost minuteness and detail of which it is susceptible; and 
if the courts below be properly constituted, the appeals with 
which it will have to deal will be few enough to warrant, and 
important enovgh to demand, this treatment: and thus, and 
thus only, can such a court fulfil the great object of its exist- 
ence by definitively “ settling the law” to which all other 
courts and judges are necessarily to conform, and which, when 
once so settled, ought to be incapable of being disturbed, ex- 
cept by Act of the Legislature. A court of first appeal, on 
the other hand, ought to be ready of access, rapid in decision, 
supplying an immediate correction to the tendency to diver- 
gence inherent in the multiplicity of the courts of first in- 
stance ; and ought to aim rather at the termination of tke 
specific contest than the determination of any abstract legal 
principle. If so constituted as to command public confidence, 
appeals to it will be numerous, from it few; these few being 
confined to cases involving some point of especial novelty or 
difficulty, or where the value of the property at stake is so 
great as to induce the loser to risk the costs of appeal upon 
the doctrine of chances merely. Hence it foliows that, while 
for a court of final appeal to sit in separate divisions, as pro- 
vided in the Act of 1873, is to destroy its very raison d'etre, 
this is not only not objectionable, but positively beneficial, in 
the case of a court of intermediate appeal merely. Having 
regard to the amount of work performed (or, at any rate, got 
through) by the courts of first instance in this country, it is 
manifest that if all the appeals therefrom arising were to be 
brought before a single court, their number must either be 
very unduly limited, or the business of the Appeal Court must 
be shuffled through, or get hopelessly into arrear. But if the 
court may sit in two or more divisions, this difficulty disap- 
pears, as the court may be thus practically multiplied to 
whatever extent the emergency may require. Taking into 
account the fact that the court of appeal proposed to be con- 
stituted by the Bill now before Parliament is to discharge the 
functions of the Court of Appeal in Chancery, the Court of 
Exchequer Chamber, the Fall Court of Divorce, the Judicial 
Committee, so fur as regards appeals from the Court of Ad- 
miralty, and the existing courts of first instance as courts of 
appeal from the County Courts, I have estimated that it would 
require on au average two courts sitting 120 days each, and 
three courts sitting thirty days each, in every year, to dispose 
with due deliberation, without undue delay, of all the busi- 
ness which will come before this court. If we assume that 
the bulk of the appeals are to be heard by not jess than three 
judges, but that for certain classes of questions two judges, 
will be sufficient, a court composed of six judges, 
sitting in pairs for one day, and in two divisions of three 
judges each for five days in each week, would about suffice to 
get through the work in the course of the ordinary legal 
year. 

If, taking these data, we compare the provisions for 
appeal contained in the Act of 1873 with those in the 
Bill now before Parliament, we cannot but be struck with 
the very singular fact that each of the proposed courts is 
8O constituted as to be adapted rather for the work of the 
other than its own, 

Lord Selborne’s Act gives us a Court of Appeal con- 
taining five ex oficio and nine ordinary jadges, with an in- 
definite number of “assistant-juadges,” of whom we may 
reckon upon not less than eleven to begin with, that is to 
say, twenty-five in all, whoare to sit ordinarily in divisions 
of three, and in any number of divisions at the same time 
that may be desired. From this number we may at once 
take off four out of the five ew officio judges; the attendance 
of the common law chiefs and the Master of the Rolls will 
necessary be very intermittent, and I do not thiaok that 
any more assistance can be expected from them in the new 
Appeal Court than they now afford to the Judicial Com- 
mittee, that is, practically speaking, none whatever. 
Again, from the eleven retired judges who are now mem- 
bers of the Judicial Committee, and whom I have reckoned 
as the first assistant-judges under the Act of 1873, no 
very regular attendance could fairly be expected. The 
three ex-Chancellors might, indeed, be not unreasonably 





called upon to attend with tolerable regularity, but the 
remaining eight judges may, I think, be calculated upon 
as not more than sufliciect to supply any temporary 
emergencies arising from illness or absence among the 
ordinary judges. As, however, under this scheme the 
sittings of the House of Lords were to be entirely, and 
those of the Judicial Committee ail but entirely, put an 
end to, the constant attendance of the Lord Chancellor, 
and, of course, of the nine ordinary judges, might be con- 
fidently reckoned on. We may, therefore, look upon the 
regular strength of the court as amounting to fourteen 
judges, so that it would have been capable of sitting con- 
stantly in four divisions—which would have an obvious 
tendency to consist generally of the same sets of judges— 
and would thus have been able.to dispose of all appeals 
that could possibly have come before it with celerity, and 
without undue haste. We should thus have had almost 
an ideal court of first appeal, the only possible objection 
being that, with so much judicial power at our disposal, it 
would, perhaps, be better to have raised the quorum of a 
division to four or five, which would still have left three 
working divisions, which we have calculated as being 
amply sufficient for the purpose designed. Bat the very 
qualities which would have rendered this court an admir- 
able court of first appeal would have tended, to my mind, 
to unfit it altogether for the fanctions of a court of last 
resort, which was what Lord Selborne intended it to be; 
and this for three reasons. 

1. A court which ordinarily sits in two or more divisions, 
consisting practically of the same sets of judges—and this 
must have been done, or the work could not have been 
disposed of—is in reality two or more distinct courts, and 
no amount of calling them by the same name will bring 
these courts in the least nearer to identity with one another. 
But the one qualification which is thoroughly igdispensable 
in a good court of final appeal is that it shopld be single, 
because its most important function is to repress that diversity 
of decision which inevitably flows from ‘the tendency to 
‘* differentiation ” which is as characteristic of the human mind 
as of all the rest of animal nature. 

2. If it be true that Sententia ponderantur non numerantur, 
{and if not, it certainly ought to be so) effect can only, in 
this case, be given to that maxim by sepsrating the most 
weighty judges from their lighter fellows in some official way ; 
and it is simplicity personified to suppose that so numerous 
and various a body as Lord Selborne’s Court of Appeal could 
possibly consist exclusively of the former class. But the 
authority of the court could not be greater than that of the 
average of its members; and this quality, which again is 
essential to a good court of last resorz, though of secondary 
importance in an intermediate court, would have been “ con- 
spicuous by its absence *’ from the proposed court. 

Lastly. The very amount of business which would have 
come before the court, and which it would have been com- 
pelled to dispose of, would have tended directly to unfit it 
for the duty of ultimate decision. The strongest jadge can- 
not always be both rapid and sure, though, when his 
decisions are subject to correction, rapidity may, within 
reasonable limits, be looked upon as the more valuable 
quality of the two. But rapidity, even when followed 
by right judgment, is a fault in a court of last appeal, 
becauss it necessarily detracts from the weight aad 
solemnity of its decisions, and begets a feeling of dissatis- 
faction in the minds of the unsuccessful suitors. Nothing 
has tended more to the prestige of the House of Lords as a 
court of appeal than the feeling with which every unsuccess- 
ful litigant there is impressed—at least, so far as my 
experience has gone—that his case has been, at any rate, 
fully heard and carefully attended to. This would be 
simply impossible in a court which had to dispose of, say, 
250 appeals per division per annum (I take this number 
as being something under the average of the appeals in 
Chancery alone, and these would, 1 suppose, about ocou 
the time of one division), and even if practicable it 
not in fact be obtained, because the mere number of causes 
to be disposed of would act upon the judges as a constant 
incentive to haste, and the knowledge that there was no 
further appeal would tend to aggravate their nataral 
intolerance of any argument which might seem to them 
trivial or inconsequent, or, to use the favourite judicial 
phrase, a waste of public time. 

Turning now to the Court of Appoal proposed, avowedly 
as a court of intermediate appeal only, by the Lord Chan- 
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cellor's Bill, we shall find it fairly adapted to the work of a 
supreme court, but utterly inadequate to get, with any 
satisfaction, through the butiaess of a general court of first 


The five ex-officio members remain, but the reasons which, 
as we have seen, render four of them merely oroamental, 
remain also, while the continuance—and even temporary 
increase—of the jurisdiction of the House of Lords will de- 
prive the court of the assistance of the Lord Chancellor, ex- 
cept during Michaelmas Term and the sittings after, or by 
whatever name this term may be known in the future. The 
assistant-judges are gone entirely; and this is but reason- 
able, as the dignity of the court is hardly sufficient to attract 
the attendance of unpaid volunteers, and the cortinuance of 
the sittings of the House of Lords and the Judicial Com- 
mittee will supply them with as much work as can be ex- 
pected from them. But the nine ordinary judges are cut 
down to five, and these five, therefore, constitute the whole 
available strength of the court for ordinary purposes. Such 
@ court, if only the judges were properly selected, would 
obviously fulfil all the requirements of a first-rate court of 
final appeal, except that the absence of a single judge might 
temporarily cripple the ccurt; but it is obviously incompe- 
tent to get through, without scrambling, the general appeal 
business of England and Wales. It would, or might, be a 
very strong single court, and could dispose, with perfect 
propriety, of all the work which would ordinarily reach the 
stage of a second appeal, but it could not supply two con- 
current divisions, and would be physically unable to keep 
down arrears in the business which is to come before ir. 
This court, therefore, would, or might, have the judicial 
weight and authority which is the quality most desirable in 
a court of last resort—which it is not to be—but must 
necessarily be wanting in the power of accessibility and de- 
spatch, which are qualifications of the first importance in a 
court of first appeal such as it is meant to be. And all this 
for no reason, that I can see, unless it be for the sake of 
alteration. Let it be granted that, as the functions of the 
Judicial Committee are to continue, it was requisite to have 
two of the salaried members of the committee to attend its sit- 
tings, why should two more of the proposed ordinary judges be 
summarily reduced? A court of seven judges, or even six, if 
they could all always attend, would be abundant for the pur- 
pose required ; a court of five, with the occasional assistance 
of a sixth, must necessarily fail : either the business will fall 
into arrear, or the appeals will be impatiently hurried 
through, or parties will be forced—of which we have all seen 
instances—into reluctant compromises, all which results, 
though in other respects different, agree in this, that each 
involves a substantial denial of justice, and all this for the 
difference, at most, of the salaries of two judges. A more 
practical iJlustration of the loss of the ship for the value of a 
pennyworth of tar, I have seldom seen. I do not care, for the 
present purpose, to inquire where the blame of this ought to 
rest; whether it is or not a natural consequence of the reduc- 
tion in the number of the judges provided for by the Act of 
1873 (a reduction which I look upon as mischievous in the 
extreme), nor whether either or which of the great legal 
authorities whose joint efforts have been devoted to the com- 
pletion of this long-pending reform, is the more responsible 
for this unfortunate blunder; but I do moet earnestly desire 
to avoid, if possible, before it be too late, a blunder which 
seems to me so vital as that which I have pointed out. 
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On Saturday afternoon a detachment of the Inna of Court 
Rifles, 130 strong, under the command of Major Russell, 
commenced a march to Thame, from which place on Mon- 
day morning they took the train to Weatley, and thence 

over Shotover Hill to Oxford, where they met the 
rest of the battalion, which bad come by special train from 
London. The corps, 250 in number, was then formed into 
ies under the command of Lieutenant-Colonel 
Balwer, M.P., and Majors Chitty, Q.C., and Russell. Pre- 
coded by their band, the regiment marched through the city 
to the quadrangle of Queen's College, where they piled arms 
and separated for luncheon. Afterwards, in conjunction 
with the Oxford University Corps, 150 strong, they went 
through a series of manwuvres in the parks. At the con- 
clusion of the movements the members of the Inns of Court 
‘were sumptuously entertained at the college halls. During 
the day Major tty, 9.C., was thrown from a restive 
horse, but, beyond a shaking, has sustained little injury. 





General Correspondence. 


A QuERY. 
[ To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Will any of your readers be so good as to inform 
me whether a judge of county courts has power to direct 
that a summons for money lent may be served by the 
plaintiff upon the defendant personally, and in a foreign 
district, the action not being on a bill of exchange or for 
goods sold, under the Act of 1867; and, if so, under what 
Act or rule ? INQUIRER, 

London, May 10. 








Suciteties. 


LEGAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION. 


At a meeting of the executive committee of the conncib 
of the association, held on the 7th inst., at which Lord 


Selborne, Baron Amphlett, Mr. Justice Quain, Professor- 


Sheldon Amos, Mr. Bryce, Mr. Bircham, Mr. Clabon, Mr. 
Jansen, Mr. Macqueen, Q.C., Mr. J. C. Mathew, and 
several other members of both branches of the profession: 
were present, the report (a copy of which is given below) 

of the sub-committee appointed on the 19th of February 

was adopted, and (the council of the Incorporated Law: 
Society having invited the association to hold their annual 

meeting in the hall of the society) it was resolved that the 
invitation be accepted with thanks, and that, if convenient: 
to the society, the meeting should be beld at a quarter- 
past four o’clock on Wednesday, the 2nd of June. 


“Lecat EpucatTion AgsoctaTion. 

“Report of the sub-committee appointed on the 19th of 
February, 1875, to consider and report upon the sugges 
tions made by the deputation from the council of the 
Incorporated Law Society with reference to the General 
School of Law Bill, 1874 :— ‘ 
“The sub-committee having carefully considered the 

suggestions made by the deputation from the Incorporated 

Law Society with reference to the method which should be 

adopted for regulating the subjects in which proficiency 

must be certified in order to qualify for practice, have 
unanimously come to the following conclusions :— 

‘*1, That the standard of acquirement which may from 
time to time be considered necessary as a qualification for 
practising in both branches of the profession should be 
determined by the senate of the School of Law. 

‘*2. That the best method of determining this standard 
of acquirement will be by bye-laws made by the senate 
under section 21 of the General School of Law Bill, pre- 
sented to the House of Lords by Lord Selborne in the 
session of 1874. 


“If this method is adopted, the benefit of the opinion of 
the whole senate will be secured, whilst the provision in 
that section, which requires that bye-laws affecting the 
qualification to practise in either branch of the profession 
should be approved by the majority of the representatives 
of that branch, will afford ample protection to both 
branches. 

“ (Signed) Joun M. Crapon. 
Wm, J. Farrar. 
Wm. A. Jevons, 
B, G. Lake. 
Jonny V. Lonasourne. 
J.C. Matnew. 
Joun WESTLAKE. 
Agtaur Wittians.” 


a 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At a meeting of this society held last ‘Tuesday evening 
the following Jurisprudential question was discussed— 
‘Ought the Government Agricultural Holdings Bill to be- 
come law?” The debate was opened by Mr. I. W. Byrne, 
and at its conclusion the question was carried in the 
aflirmative. 


May 15, 1875. 
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ARTICEED CLERKS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at Clement’s-inn 
Hall. on Wednesday, the 12th day of May, 1875, the sub- 
ject for the evenings debate being—That married women 
should have the same powers of contracting, of holding, 
and disposing of property (except when settled with a 
restriction on alienation) as femes sole, and with the same 
liabilities. The motion was carried by a majority of one. 





LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At an extraordinary meeting of the directors held at the 
Hall of the Incorporated Law Society, on Thursday, the 
13th inst., the following being present, viz.—Henry 
Vallance, Esq. (chairman), and Messrs. Drew, Finch. 
Hedger, Masterman, Nisbet, Sawtell, Sidney Smith, and 
Boodle (secretary), a grant of £50 was made to the 
daughter of a deceased member, five grants amounting to 
£36 5s. were made to the families of deceased non-members, 
and a grant of £10 was made to a non-member who is in- 
capacitated from attending to business. One new member 
was elected, and the ordinary business was transacted. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY OF 
IRELAND. 


The half-yearly meeting of this society was held on 
‘Wednesday at the Solicitors’ Hall, Four Courts, for the pur- 
pose of receiving the half-yearly accounts, and transacting 
the ordinary business, Sir R. J. T. Orpen, president, in 
the chair. The other members present were :— Messrs. M. 
Anderson, G. Beamish, J. B , J. C. Byrne, W. Carey, G. 
L. Cathcart, W. J. Cooper, W. D’Alton, V. Daly, H. T. 
Dix, D. Fitzgerald, D. Fry, J. F. Goodman, J. Galloway, J. 
T. Hamerton, A. Holmes, T. Janess, H. L. Reily, M. 
Larkin, R. O. Longfield, J. T. Macrory, P. Maxwell, H. S. 
Mecredy, A. Molloy, E. C. Murray, E. M‘Gauran, J. H. 
Keenan, J. E. O’Ferrall, W. Read, E. Reeves, W. Roche, B. 
W. Rooke, George Roche, G. W. Shannon, R. Shiel, C. G. 
Stannel, E. rs G. M. Tandy, A. Tisdall, R. C. Walker, 
T. Walsh, H. J. P. West, and F. Wilson. 

The president appointed the following auditors of the 
half-yearly accounts now presented to the meeting, and 
which had lain on the table for the past week:— 
Messrs. George H. Belas, John Weldon, Joseph Gallo- 
way, J. Campbell Smith, and J. L. Barlee. The presi- 
dent also nominated the following gentlemen scrutineers 
for the ballot to be held on the 21st of November, 
pursuant to the new rules of the society :—Messrs. H. A. 
Dillon, John Weldon, Joseph Burke, George W. Shannon, 
and Jehu Matthews. The president called attention to 
the fact that persons not members of the profession were 
in the habit of charging 5a. for the written application for 
payment of an account. Those persons had no right 
whatever to make the demand, and there was no liability 
to pay them. Indeed, he was not sure whether they could 
not be punished in some way; at all events it was a very 
improper thing to do, and he hoped no attorney would 
connect himself with anybody who was in the habit of 
— letters, such as he had referred to, to persons in 
debt. 


Mr. Goddard (secretary) observed that the Northern 
Law Club had passed a resolution condemning the practice, 
and stating that instructions should be received for, and 
communications made only witb, principals or their 
attorneys. 

The proceedings concluded with a vote of thanks to the 
president. 








The Nashville Commercial and Legal Reporter thinks the 
state of society in Tennessee demands a more frequent resort 
to actions for breach of promise of marriage. It also advo- 
cates making it an offence punishable by imprisonment, for 
a man to break his promise to marry. In tho opinion of 
this journal (which must surely be under female editorship) 
‘the penitentiary of the State is the proper asylum for a 
majority of these matrimonial bankrupts, and it may not be 
going too far to say that the gallows would be a wholesome 
resting-place for many of them.” 











Obituarp. 


MR. JUSTICE WEARING. 


The Hon. William Alfred Wearing, third judge of the 
Supreme Court of South Australia, was among the passengers 
whose lives were lost by the recent wreck of the steamship 
Gothenburg on the coast of Australia. The deceased was 
educated at St. John’s College, Cambridge, where he gradu- 
ated as B.A. in 1842, and he was called to the bar at Lin- 
coln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1847. He was appointed 
Crown Solicitor for the province of South Australia in 1856, 
and a colonial Queen’s Counsel in 1865. He had been a 
judge of the Supreme Court since 1867. The circumstances 
which led to the fatal voyage were very peculiar. Mr. Justice 
Wearing, accompanied by Mr. Pelham, his associate, had 
left Adelaide for the purpose of holding the first criminal trial 
in the northern territory of the colony. The only prisoner 
for trial was a Chinese, who made his escape from prison 
before the day fixed for his trial. The judge and associate 
had thus a fruitless expedition, and on their way back to 
Adelaide they were both drowned. 







MR. CHARLES EDWARD COLERIDGE. 


Mr. Charles Edward Coleridge, barrister-at-law, died in 
Buckingham-street, Strand, on the Ist inst., at the age of 
forty-eight. Mr. Coleridge was the eldest son of the Rev. 
Edward Coleridge, Fellow of Eton College, and Vicar of 
Mapledurham, and he was first cousin to Lord Coleridge. He 
was born in 1827, and was educated at Eton, and Balliol 
College, Oxford. He was a distinguished cricketer and 
formed one of the University eleven. He was called to the 
bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1853, and 
practised on the South Wales and Chester Circuit, and at 
the Glamorganshire Sessions. He was also one of the 
counsel to the Mint at the Central Criminal Court. In 1866 
he acted as a commissioner for inquiring into the existence of 
corrupt practices in the borough of Totnes, and in 1869 he 
performed a similar duty at Trldqoonter. Mr. Coleridge 
was very popular, and his death has caused great regret in 
the profession. 





MR. MICHAEL LANE. 


Mr. Michael Lane, solicitor, of Braintree and Chelms- 
ford, died a few days ago at his residence at the latter 
town, at a very advanced age. Mr. Lane was born in the 
last century, and was probably the oldest legal practi- 
tioner in Essex. His father was Vicar of Sawbridgeworth, 
Hertfordshire, and he spent several of the early years of 
his life in the Royal Navy, though he never attained a 
higher rank than that of a midshipman. Becoming dis- 
satisfied with a naval life he returned to his native place, 
and was duly articled to the late Mr. Foreman, of Harlow. 
He was admitted in 1818, and was for several years 
managing clerk to the late Mr. Wade, of Danmow, after 
which he commenced practice on his own account at 
Braintree and Chelmsford. Mr. Lane’s politics were 
Liberal, and he acted for his party in many county contests. 
He was engaged as solicitor in the celebrated Braintree 
Church-rate litigation, which eentinued for so many years. 
He had also at one period a very extensive criminal prac- 
tice. For the last few years his increasing age and almost 
total blindness had precluded him from active practice, 
but he retained his mental faculties unimpaired sp to the 
time of his death. 





MR. JOHN WILLIAM HARDEN.@ 


Mr. John William Harden, of Ross Cottage, Rock Ferry, 
Birkenhead, judge of county courts, died at Bournemouth 
on the 16th ult., in his 66th year, after a long illness. Mr. 
Harden was the son of the late Mr. Joha Harden, of 
Brathay Hall, Westmorland, and Crea, King’s County, 
and was born in 1809. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1835, and practised on 
the Northern Cironit and Laneashire Sessions, baving 
been also for many years a local practitioner at Liverpool. 
On the passing of the County Court Act in 1847 he was 
selected as a judge, and Circuit No. 7 was assigned to him, 
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@ jurisdiction comprising parts of Lancashire and Cheshire, 
with the populous towns of Warrington, Wigan, and 
Birkenhead, as well as Leigh, Northwich, Runcorn, and 
Altrincham. On a re-distribution of the circuits being 
made some years ago the Chester and Nantwich courts 
were removed from Mr. Harden’s jurisdiction, and Wigan 
and Leigh were given tohim. When he left the Chester 
court he was presented with a service of plate by the 
practitioners in the court. Mr, Harden’s judicial duties 
were of a very important and laborious nature, and as to 
the mode in which he discharged them, a Liverpool 
journal says: “He was naturally very shrewd, and 
his powers of discrimination were very great. In mat- 
ters of account he was especially apt. and was able 
to elucidate the points of a case with remarkable quick- 
ness, while his genial manner won the kind regards of 
all, and his dignified demeanonr upheld the public respect 
for the administration of justice.” Mr. Harden was 
married in 1837 to the daughter of the late Sir John 
Piozzi Salusbury, of Bryn Bella, Flintshire, but was left 
@ widower in 1872. 








Appotuturents, Ete. 


Mr. HEnry Baker, solicitor, of Bishop’s Stortford, has 
been elected (after a poll) to the Coronership for the 
Bishop’s Stortford Division of Hertfordshire, the eastern 
district of the county having been sub-divided since the 
death of Mr. Thomas Sworder, of Hertford. Mr. Baker 
was admitted a solicitor in 1859. 


Mr. ALrrep Cuaries Cronin (of the firm of Cronin & 
Rivolta), of 22, Southampton-street, Bloomsbury-square, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking 
the Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women for 
the County of Middlesex, and the Cities of London and 
Westminster. Mr. Cronin has also been appointed a 
London Commissioner for taking Affidavits in Chancery 
and in ali the Courts of Common Law. 


Mr. Toomas Bannatyne GItutes, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed a Judge of the Supreme Court at Otago, New Zea- 
land, in the place of Mr. Justice Chapman, resigned. 


Mr. Greorce Fraxx Pappock, solicitor (of the firm of 
Paddock & Sons), of Hanley, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for taking Affidavits in Chancery. 


Mr. Jonx Putten, solicitor, of 1, The Cloisters, Temple, 
has been appointed a London Commissioner for taking 
Affidavits in Chancery. 


Sir Atrzep Srepnen, K.C.M.G., C.B., has been ap- 
pointed a Member of the Legislative Conncil of New 
South Wales. He is the third son of the late John 
Stephen, Esqg., Judge of the Supreme Court of New 
South Wales, and was born in 1802. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1823, and 
practised for a short time at the equity bar. He was 
Solicitor-General of Van Diemen's Land from 1825 till 
1832 when he was appointed Attorney-General of that 
colony. In 1839 he was appointed a puisne judge in New 
South Wales, and in 1845 he became Chief Justice and re- 
ceived the honour of knighthood. Sir A. Stephen re- 
tired from office in 1873; he had been created a civil Com- 
panion of the Order of the Bath in 1862; and he was 
made a Knight Commander of the Order of St. Michael and 
St. George in 1874. 


Mr. Josnua Steanoe Wititans, barrister, has been 
appointed a Judge of the Supreme Court at Canter- 
bury, New Zealand, in the place of Mr. Justice Gresson, 
resigned. Mr. Williams is the son of Mr. Joshua Williams, 
QC., and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Michaelmas Term, 1859. Heis Registrar-General of Land 
for the colony of New Zealand. 


Mr, Baron Amphlett has been placed on the rola of 
election jadges for the remainder of the current year in 
succession to the late Mr. Baron Pigott. 


Mr. W. Clowes, the new registrar of the Court of 


solicitor, of King's Bench-walk, and Iver, Berks. He was 
born in 1829, and was educated at Abingdon Grammar 
School. After being articled to Mr. W. N. Maroy, of 
Bewdley, Mr. Clowes was admitted as a solicitor in 
Michaelmas Term, 1853, and in June, 1854, was appointed 
by Lord Cranworth to a clerkship in the Rezistrar’s Office. 











Cuurts. 


COMMON PLEAS. 
April 23.—Re George Thomas Condy, ai Attorney. 
Attorney struck off the roll. 


Tn this case a rule nisi had been granted in Jun>, 1874, 
on the application of the Incorporated Law Society, to 
strike the attorney off the roll, on the ground that on the 
28th of October, 1872, he was convicted at the Central 
Criminal Court of a conspiracy to defraud certain creditors in 
bankruptcy, and a sentence was passed upon him of twelve 
months’ imprisonment with hard labour. 

Gibbons, for the attorney, now showed cause against the 
rule. 

Murray, for the Law Society. 

Lord CoLeripGe, C.J.—This was an application madeonthe 
part of the Law Society, in June, 1874, and bringing before 
the notice of this court a conviction of Mr. Condy, in October, 
1872, of conspiracy to defraud certain creditors in bank- 
ruptcy proceedings of considerable eums of money, a con- 
viction obtained after a trial in that case at the Old Bailey, 
and a sentence of twelve months’ imprisonment with hard 
labour. That wasthe simple matter, and nothing more was 
brought before us in June, 1874, by the counsel for the 
Law Society. Mr. Condy was thereupon called upon, by the 
very terms of the rule, to show cause last November why 
his name should not be struck off the roll of the attorneys of 
this court ; so that he had distinct and definite notice of the 
object of the rule, and of what would befall him if the rule 
was not answered, That wasin June. It appears from the 
statement of Mr. Gibbons that his conviction was in 
October, 1872. It appears that Mrs, Fox, of whose perjury 
Mr. Gibbons has complained, and of whose perjury in this 
affidavit Mr. Condy, the attorney, complains, was a witness 
on that occasion, and that she was indicted for perjury, and 
was convicted at the January Sessions of 1875, but that she 
was convicted in such a way as we have heard of, the jury 
by their verdict in substance stating that her evidence upon 
all the material questions of the case—I mean material to 
the guilt of Mr. Condy—was true, but that with regard to 
her character she had done that which, of course, was inde- 
fensible, but which, though indefensible, goes much to ex- 
tenuate and palliate it, that having questions put to her to 
discredit her character she had told falsckoots, and told them 
upon oath. She was convicted, and she was sentenced to 
two months’ imprisonment by the learned judge, Mr. Baron 
Pigott, who tried the cause. 

Now the result is this, that in June, 1874, when this 
motion is made, Mr. Condy, having been convicted of 
that offence after a long and careful trial, and sentenced to 
twelve months’ imprisonment with hard labour, nothing is 
said in the affidavit before us, and therefore we are not 
entitled to assume one way or the other, whether any 
application was made to the Home Secretary to review that 
sentence, or whether any attempt was made to satisfy the 
Home Secretary that by some perjury—the perjury of the 
witness who wasin January convicted—the conviction of 
Mr. Condy had been obtained in October. If any such 
attempt ws made, it certainly appears to have been un- 
successful, because Mr. Condy served out his sentence of 
twelve months’ imprisonment with hard labour. This 
motion was made in June, 1874, and what was brought be- 
fore the court in June, 1874, was a conviction of conspiracy, 
followed by asentence, which sentence has been endured to 
the end. 

Now under thoso circumstances, we should almost £8 9 
matter of course, in the absence of anything to explain it, 
have made this role absolute without notice given to show 
cause, That would bave boen the natural and ordinary 
cotirse, Notice is given to Mr. Condy to show cause against 
that rule, and he takes nearly ten months to do it, and he 
brings before the court at the end of nearly ten months, in 





Chancery, is the son of the late Mr. John Ellis Clowes, 


answer to that application to the court, affidavits and acase 











Se =) ot, ee 


May 15, 1875. 


THE SOLICITORS’ 





o 





541 


JOURNAL. 


= 








which, as I have said already in the course of the hearing, I 
only describe in the language of his own counsel when I de- 
ecribe it as wholly and absolutely inadequate. Thereis nothing 
in his own affidavit but a long rambling statement about his 
own excellencee, and about the personal vices of the characters 
of the two or three persons who were witnesses against him, 
leaving it, if we had not had these books (the printed re- 
ports), wholly unascertainable by any one who knew nothing 
about the facts what the accusation against him had been, 
or what he was convicted of, or how the statements of Mr. 
Fox, whom he so severely attacks, had contributed to his 
conviction. But there are these two remaikable omissions 
in an affidavit running over many pages : there is no sugges- 
tion that except in the matter relating to her own personal 
character for chastity Mrs. Fox has told falsehoods, and no 
specific falsehood except that relating to her own personal 
character, is from one end of the affidavit to the other brought 
before the court as having been told by Mrs. Fox; and the 
affidavit being what I have described—long and elaborate— 
there is not one syllable to be found in it in which Mr. 
Condy pledges his own oath now that he was not guilty of 
what he was convicted of, and for which he suffered the 
penalty of twelve months’ imprisonment with hard labour. 

Under these circumstances, what is the duty of the court? 
He has had ten months to prepare an answer to a very 
definite and specific charge. He has had abundance of time 
to raise a primd facie case, if one was capable of being raised, 
to show either that the jury were mistaken upon the facts 
before them, or that there were certain facts which were not 
before them, and which might have changed their view. 
Hither of those matters is simple, and easy of statement. 
Nothing approaching either of them is to be found in these 
affidavits. The result is, that a charge of gross misconduct 
against an attorney of this court is brought to the notice of 
the court, the attorney has ten months to answer it, and he 
leaves it absolutely unanswered. He is called upon to say 
why he should not have his name struck off the roll of 
attorneys of this court, and he gives no answer. The reason 
why he should have his name struck off the roll, is, that he 
has been convicted of conspiracy to defraud his clients of 
money as an attorney ina bankruptcy proceeding. Having 
been convicted of such an offence as that, I think this court 
would be wanting in its duty to the profession if it allowed 
aman guilty of such conduct, who, after having had ten 
months in which to answer the charge made against bim, 
has not offered any explanation or defence, any longer to 
remain on its roll. I am therefore of opinion that this rule 
ought to be made absolute. 

RETT, J.—I can add nothing to what my lord has said ; 
but I will say this, inanswer tothat most dangerous allegation 
that the conviction of this man by a jury after a careful trial 
was wrong, that I do not think there is any pretence or 
even colour for any such allegation in this case, 

Denman and Hupptesrton, JJ., concurred. 


COUNTY COURTS. 
BrapFrorp. 
(Before W. T. S, Dantet, Esq., Q.C., Judge.) 
April 27.—Mitlner v. Lightowler, 

An employer engaging a workman in work involving risk of 
life is not relieved from his obligation to take reasonable care 
that safe tackle is provided by the circumstance that the work- 
man believed the tackle to be insufficient, but, nevertheless, on the 
representation of the employer that it was sufficient, allowed 
himself to be lowered by it, 

This was an action brought to recover the sum of £50 as 
damages for a personal injury by reason of plaintiff falling 
down a well which he was engaged in sinking, in consequence 
of the breaking of a rope, 

The facts are stated in the judgment. 

His Honovur.—The defendants were contractors, and 
carried on business in partnership under the name of Ligh- 
towler & Walker, In QOotober, 1874, they had contracted 
with the on ofthe New Mill Company, at Idle, to 
deepen a well 
was one of the workmen employed by the defendants to exe- 
cute the work. For tho proper performance of his duty it was 
necessary that the plaintif’ should be lowered down and 
pulled up the shaft of tho well. The well was about twenty- 
seven yards deep, with seven or ight yards depth of water, 
over which there was a flooring on which the plaintiff had to 





} shaft. 


in connection with the mill, and the plaintiif 











stand. The appliance supplied by the defendants for lowering 
and raising the plaintiff to and from his work, consisted 
simply of a rope worked -by a windlass from the top of the 
The plaintiff was not satisfied with the sufficiency, 
in point of strength, of the windlass rope, and complained of 
it to the defendant Walker, and to the man who worked the 
windlass. On the morning of the 26th ef October the plain- 
tiff refased to be let down by the rope, there being a spliced 
part near the end, showing that it had been mended. In 
consequence of his refusal, the rope was altered by unwinding 
it from the windlass and winding it so that the spliced part 
should be at the end which would remain on the windlass. 
The plaintiff was then lowered to his work, and the defendant 
Walker was also lowered by the rope at the same time. The 
plaintiff complained again about the rope, and protested 
against it; but his complaints were not heeded, and he must 
either submit to be lowered by the rope or refuse to do his 
work. He stated that when he had been lowered after 
breakfast for five or six yards the rope broke and plaintiff fell 
to the bottom of the shaft. From the evidence it was clear 
that there was no act of negligence or carelessness on the 
part of the plaintiff which could have contributed to the ac- 
cident, but the accident was caused solely by the insufficiency 
of the rope for the purpose to which it was applied. The 
plaintiff was rendered insensible by the fall, and although no 
limbs were broken, the muscles of his arms and shoulders were 
strained and violently bruised, and his nervous system was 
shaken. He was out of work for a month, and was attended 
by a medical man until the 1Sthof November. He had now 
quite recovered. For a short time aiter the accident Walker 
admitted the liability of himself and his partners to com- 
pensate the plaintiff for the injury he had sustained, but 
afterwards the defendants denied that they were under any 
legal liability, and they believed the rope to be reasonably 
sufficient ; for, after the plaintiff had objected to its 
sufficiency, Walker, who was a heavier man than the 
plaintiff, was lowered down and afterwards drawn up again 
by the rope, and it had been used daily for three weeks for 
the purpose of the work. He (the judge) was satisfied that 
Walker believed that the rope was sufficient for the purpose, 
but the result proved that that belief, though honestly 
entertained, was not well founded, as the accident was 
attributable entirely to the insutliciency of the rope. 
He inferred from the evidence that the weakness of the 
rope was not apparent to the eye, or he could not suppose 
that the defendant Walker would have risked his life as 
he did after plaintiff had objected to the rope, and plaintiff's 
objection was to the general appearance of the rope rather 
than to any specific defect he could point out. In a case like 
the present, where the employers of labour required the 
workman to engage in labour which involved the risk of 
the workman’s life, and the employer undertook to provide 
the means of approach to the work, he (the judge) was of 
opinion that the law imposed upon him the duty of using 
all reasonable care that the means he provided were sufficient 
for the purpose; and whether such reasonable care had 
been used was a question of fact and not of law. The belief 
on the part of the employer that he had used reasonable care 
was not sufficient; he must establish to the satisfaction ofthe 
tribunal that had to decide the question whether he had used 
reasonable care or not. Now in the present case, did the de- 
fendants exercise reasonable care when they provided a 
second-hand spliced rope for the purpose? In his opinion a 
jury would be warranted in coming to the conclusion that 
they did not; and, exercising the function of a jury, he (the 
judge) came to the conclusion that buying that second-hand 
rope with a knowledge that it had been detective in one part 
and had been spliced was an act showing that they did not 
exercise reasonable care in providing for the safety of the 
plaintiff. If they had bought a new rope which was to ail 
appearance sufficient for the purpose, that would have been 
exercising reasonable care. The cases cited for the defend- 
ants—Crifiths v. Gedlow, $3 H. & N. 648, and Potts v. The 
Port of Carlisle Railway Company, 8 W. R, 524—appeared to 
have no bearing on the point to be decided. The cases of 
Paterson v. Wallace, 1 Macq. H. L. Cas, 748; Bryden v. 
Stewart, 2 Macq. H, L. Cas. 30; Barton’s-Aili Coad Com- 
pany v. Reid, 6 W. R. 664; and Roderts v. Smith, 5 W. R. 581 
were authorities for the proposition that it was the daty of 
the employers of labour to take reasonable care and to 
provide safe and sufficient tackle for their workmen 
employed in dangerous occupations. It was also urged 
on the part of the defendants that if the plaintiff de- 
lieved the rope to be insufficient he ought to have declined 
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to be lowered by it and to have left his work, and that by 
submitting to be lowered by it he voluntarily undertook the 
risk, and the defendants consequently were not liable. He 
did not think that objection maintainable. He did not 
think it was a voluntary running of risk on the part of the 
workman : the latter preferred to yield to the representation 
of his employer rather than to his own apprehension of 
danger. The only question remaining was the amount of 
damages which plaintiff had sustained, and he thought the 
sum of £15 would be sufficient compensation, and judgment 
would be entered for that amount, with costs to be taxed on 
the higher scale. His honour, in conclusion, said that his 
decision was not completely covered by the authorities, 
though he thought it was within the principles they 
established. The defendants were entitled to an appeal 
against the judgment as oi right, but if they required his 
consent he would give it, as he should be glad to be corrected 
if wrong and to be confirmed if right. 








Parlianent and Legislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 


May 10.—AcricvtturaL Hotprnes. 

The amendments made in this Bill in committee were 
considered. The following amendments were introduced :— 

By the Dake of Ricuwonp to amend the second clause 
by substituting for the date named therein the 14th of 
February, 1876, as the date from and after which the Act 
sball commence. 

By Lord Penzancg to add to the interpretation clause 
the following definition :—‘‘ ‘ Letting value’ means the 
value at which a holding could be or could have been let 
if the improvement had not been execated or waste not 
committed.” 

Certain verbal amendments were, without discussion, 
made in clauses 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14, 

Clause 15, fixing the mode by which a landlord’s com. 
pensation shall be determined, was omitted on the motion 
of the Duke of RicuMonp. 

By the Duke of Ricnonp, in clause 16, the insertion of 
words enabling a landlord to give a counter notice to’his 
tenant of his intention to claim compensation. 

By the Duke of Ricnuonp new clauses after clause 33 
providing that where a tenancy is determined by the act 
or default of the tenant, the landlord, instead of paying 
him the amoupt of compensation, if any, may, on notice 
to the tenant, obtain from the county court a charge on 
the holding in favour of the tenant ; and extending and 
applyiog the Act to Crown lands and to land of the Duchy 
of Cornwall. 

By the Duke of Ricnmonp an addition to clause 35, to 
the effect that nothing therein shall extend to the case 
when a tenant is adjudged bankrupt. 


Sea FisHerizs. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Banx Hourays Act (1871) Exrension anp AMENDMENT. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


Sr. Pavr’s Carneprat (Minor Canons). 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


: Pactric Istanpers’ Prorecrion. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


; INTERNATIONAL CoPYRIGHT. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


May 11.—Perace Preservation (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a firet time, 


Curmngy Sweepers. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Artisans’ DwELLINGs. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Sea Fisnery (Greenvanp). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


: ReGIMentaL Excuances. 
This Bill passed through committee. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
May 6.—Perace PRESERVATION (IRELAND). 

The consideration of this Bill in committes was resumed 
at clause 5.—That clause was carried on a division by 305 
to 68. 

Various proposed clauses were rejected, and finally the 
Bill passed through committze. 


SALE or Foop anv Drugs. 

The consideration of this Billin committee was resumed 
at clause 6, in which some verbal amendments were in- 
serted, and the clause, as amended, was agreed to. 

Clauses down to 20 were agreed to; Mr. Sclater Booth 
promising on the report to introduce some words in clause 9 
providing that analysts be not engaged in the trade of buy- 
ing or selling any article of food or drugs. 


METALLIFEROUS MINEs. 
This Bill was read a seccnd time. 


Security OF THE Person. 
Mr. Cross brought in a Bill for the further security of 
the persons of her Majesty’s subjects from personal violence. 


May 10.—Lanp TitLes AND TRANSFER. 

The ArroRNEY-GENERAL said that, in answer to a question 
put by the hon. member for the county of Denbigh on Friday 
last, he had said that most of the hon. members who took 
part in the debate on the Bill last year were willing that the 
second reading should be proceeded with this year without 
discussion, and that the debate should be taken on the motion 
that the Speaker do leave the chair. Believing that to be in 
accordance with the views of the House, he moved that the 
Bill be now read a second time.—Mr. Osnorne Moraan said 


he had assented to the appeal made to him, but he trusted © 


that the Government would see their way to taking the dis- 
cussion on the Speaker leaving the chair at a period of the 
session when it might be fully discussed. Ifit were relegated 
to the middle or the end of July, when half the lawyers of the 
House had gone on circuit, it could not be properly con- 
sidered.—Sir G. Bowyer also hoped that the Attorney- 
General would fix a time to insure the fullest discussion,— 
The Atrorvey-GENERAL hoped that the Bill would receive 
the same full measure of criticism that it did last year, and 
every opportunity would be given, so far as he was concerned. 
—The Bill was then read a second time, and Monday, the 
24th inst., was fixed for going into committee. 


METALLIFEROUS MINES. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Savincs Banks. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


Orrences AGAINST THE PERSON. 

On the consideration of this Bill as amended, Mr. Marten 
moved the omission of clause 5, on the ground that its opera- 
tion might give rise to all sorts of fraudulent representations, 
—On a division the clause was rejected by 121 to 8. 


Bitts READ A First Time. 

Mr. Harpy brought in a Bill to consolidate and amend 
certain laws relating to the militia. 

Mr W. H. Samira brought in a Bill to consolidate with 
amendments the Acts relating to the protection of public 
stores. 

Viscount SaNnpon brought in a Bijl to continue the En- 
dowed Schools Act, 1868. 


May 11.—Perace Preservation (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a third time, and passed. 


Bisaorric oF St. ALBANS. 
After some debate, thia Bill was, on a division, read a second 
time, by 273 to 61. 


SaLe or Foop anp Drvas, 

The committee on this Bill was resumed. 

On clause 21 an amendment was inserted on the motion of 
Mr. Pett as follows:—‘‘ Clause 21, page 7, leave out line 6 
and to end of clause and insert ‘by the chemical officers in the 
employment of the Commissioners-of Inland Revenue, who 
shall thereupon make the analysis, and give a certificate to 
such justices of the result of the analysis; and the expense of 
such analysis shall be paid by the complainant or the defend- 
ant as the justices may by order direct.” 


Orrences AGAINST THE PERSON. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 
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May 12.—Coroners (IRELAND). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


REPRESENTATION OF THE PEOPLE Acts AMENDMENT. 

This Bill was witherawn. 

Sir H. Worrr introduced a Bill to relieve certain occupiers 
from disqualification to vote in the election of members of 
Parliament by reason of the fact that they underlet their 
dwelling-houses for short periods.—The Bill was subsequently 
brought in and read a first time. 


INFANTICIDE. 

Mr. Cuarzey, in moving the second reading of this Bill, 
said it proposed to give the power of reducing infanticide to a 
simple felony, punishable with penal servitude or imprison- 
ment, instead of, as at present, compelling prosecutors to pro- 
ceed against mothers who destroyed their offspring for the 
capital offence.—The Bill was read a second time. 


Marrimoniat Causes anp Marriace Law (IRELAND). 
This Bill passed through committee. 
VIVISECTION. 
Dr. Lyon Puayratr introduced a Bill to prevent cruelty 
in the experiments made on living animals for the purpose of 
promoting scientific discovery. 








Leqal Ltenrs. 


We have received a copy of the official list of enrolled 
law agents in Scotland, certified by the registrar, and 
published by William Green, of Edinburgh. The list is 
contained on a handy sheet, and is likely to be useful to 
English lawyers who want business transacted in Scot- 
land. 

The second session of the third Parliament of Canada, 
says a correspondent of the Times, was prorogued on the 8th 
inst. The leading measure of the Session was the Act 
establishing a Supreme Court of Appeal and Court of Ex- 
chequer. On the motion for the third reading of the Bill 
in the House of Commons, a private member moved as an 
amendment that “ The judgment of the Supreme Court shell 
in all cases be final and conclusive, and no error or appeal 
shall be brought from any judgment or order of the Supreme 
Court to any Court of Appeal established by the Parliament 
of Great Britain and Ireland to which appeals or petitions to 
her Majesty in Council may be ordered to be heard, saving 
any right which her Majesty may be graciously pleased to 
exercise by virtue of her Royal prerogative.” This amend- 
ment the Government accepted, and it was carried. 


On Wednesday,says the Daily News, at the Essex County 
Court, at Colchester, acase came before the judge, Mr. J. T. 
Abdy, in which the managers of the Theatrical Company were 
sued for the hire of furniture, and in the course of the case Mr. 
H. Jones solicitor for the defence, objected to the alleged agree- 
ment being put in as evidence, as it was not stamped. The 
judge, in directing a nonsuit, said the defendants might be very 
good players, but they lacked the virtue of honesty. Mr. Perry, 
one of the defendants, desired to explain that the claim was 
resisted as an attempt at extortion. His honour said that 
plaintiff ought to be paid. Mr. Jones protested against his 
honour making depreciatory remarks upon a case the facts of 
which had not been fully disclosed. His honour--Perhaps 
you will put me in prison for sayingit? Mr. Jones—I do 
protest against the right of your honour to make these re- 
marks when you have only part heard a case—remarks with 
respect to men who are as respectable, for all we know, as 
any person in this court. You did the same the other day to 
a client of mine; and whatever the consequences may be to 
me—even if I never again practise in this court—I must pro- 
test against it occurring again. In the case of Seddorn v. 
Corder, heard last court day, your honour said the plaintiff 
‘was in your opinion a liar, that he was the dullest of dolte, 
and other language, the result of which has been that he says 
he will give up his ownersbip of the pony rather than 
come into court again; and here, upon my making an objec- 
tion, which I had the right to do, as the law of the land re- 
quired the agreement to be stamped, your honour turns 
round upon these unfortunate players, and says their defence 
is a dishonest one, and shabby. I protest against the right of 
| honour to say that which there is no evidence to justify. 

is honour, without making any reply, called on the next 
case. 
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List oF GENTLEMEN WHO PASSED THE Finan EXAMINATION 
Easter Term, 1875. 


Anwyl, R. C. 
Astley, R. 
Atwood, E. 

Ball, A. J. M. 
Barnes, A. 
Bicknell, T. 
Board, B. C. 
Bogne, E. 
Bradley, J. S. 
Brewster, J., the younger 
Broughton, H. W. 
Bucknill, 8. P. B., B.A. 
Bullock, H. 
Barton, C. F. 
Batlin, J. F. 
Byron, R. 8. 
Calcott, C. W. B. 
Charles, R. 
Churchill, W. R. 
Clark, J. M. 
Clarke, W. A., B.A. 
Collier, J. M. 
Corfield, A. J. G. 
Coultate, P. 
Crosse, J. G., B.A. 
Day, A. E. 
Dayman, F. 8. 
Dowson, W. 
Doyle, J. T. 
Elliot, W. W. 
Elliott, G. de Dibou 
Evans, R. Y. 
Farman, E. 
Foord, T. H. E. 
Freer, W. J. 
Grundy, A. W. 
Haigh, A. 8. 
Harrison, A. E. 
Haslam, J. R. 
Hewitt, W. H. 
Higgs, C. B. 
Howlett, J. 
Jackson, F. W. 
Jolliffe, W. D. 
Jones, A. 

Jones, J. H. 

Joy, F. L. 

Jukes, J. 

Kime, W. R. A. 
Lawrence, W. 
Leach, C. R. 
Legg, G. F. 
Lewis, W. H. 
Lucas, C. F. 
McDowall, C. 
Mackay, D. 8. 
Maling, R. W. 
Mandale, J. 


Marston, A. 

Mason, H. J.B. H. 
Maybery, H. O. A. 
Morgan, J. 
Morrison, G. W. 
Oldershaw, A. A. 
Parlett, J. A. 

Peck, J. H., the younger 
Plater, R. H. 

Pugh, T. 

Rennoldson, J. H. 
Richards, D. 
Richardson, G. W. G. 
Richardson, H. E. 
Roberts, J. G. 
Robinson, A. 
Robinson, W. F. 
Robson, F. 

Robson, J. S. 
Roderick, T. 
Rogerson, G. H. 
Sadler, T. J. 
Sanders, C. J. B. 
Savery, W. H. 

Shard, W. I. 
Simmonds, E. 

Sims, J. 

Sinclair, J. F. 

Small, G. F. 

Smith, A. W. 

Snaitb, H. 

Stevens, W., the younger 
Stone, A. D., the younger 
Stone, J. E. 

Stone, N. 

Stubbs, F. T. 

Sweet, H. C. 

Taylor, William Churchill 
Taylor, Alfred 
Thomas, J. W. 
Toovey, Arthur, the younger 
Triscott, R. A. 

Tuck, A. D. 

Van Wart, A. 

Vardy, J. A. 

Waters, R. B. F. 
Watson, J. W. 
Watson, T. C. 

Wells, A. G. 

White, R. 

Whiteing, G. 
Whitham, J. 
Williams, S. B. 
Wilson, G. B. 

Wood, J. G. 

Wood, R. L. 

Wyatt, G. P. 








Cuurt Papers. 


Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Lorp 
Date. Cuawonnzen. 
Friday, May 21 Mr. Merivale 
Saturday .... 22 Merivale 
V. C. Maxims. 
Friday, May 21 Mr. Rogers 
Saturday .... 22 Farrer 


Mastzx oF TH3 Lonps 
Rotts. Justicas. 
Mr. King Mr, Leach 
Milne Latham 
V.C.Bacow. V.C. Hatt. 
Mr. Ward Mr. Holdship 
Pem Teesdale 


Curtiricates oF Sacre anp Taansran. 


Friday, May 21 Mr. Latham 


Satd., May 22 Mr. Rogers 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quotation, May 14, 1875. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 94} | Annuities, April, ’85, 9% 
Ditto for Account, June | 913 | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent Reduced, 933 Ex Bills, 21099, 2h mar Ct 2 dis 
New 3 per Cont., 93} Ditto, £500, Do 2 dis 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan. ’94 Ditto, 2100 & £4vv,2 dis. 
Do. 24 perCent., Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stocw, 5 per 
Do. 5 per Cant., Jan. ’73 | Ct. (last half-year), 256 
Annuities, Jan,’80— Dittc or Account, 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


Ditto 5 per Cent., July, 80, 109} , Ditto,54 per Cnt., May,’79 1003 
Ditto for Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct.” 88,103} April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — D»>.Vo,5 per Cent,, Aug. "73 
Ditto Exfaced Ppr.,4 ner Cent.93 | Do. Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 p C.,Jar.’72 Jditto. d:ttc, uader £1000 





BAILWAY STOCK. 





































Railways. |Paid.|Closing Price 

Stock Bristol and Exeter .. 100 113 
Stock’ Caledoni secccerccecese.| 100 1063 
Stock Glasgow and South-Western ........ { 100 99 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ., .| 100 47 
Stock Great Northern .........++ eeoseceee © -| 100 1403 
Stock Do., A Stock*........ MnebereGectinazerseesses ; 100 1654 
Stock Great Southern and Western of Ireland 100 1074 
Stock Great Western—Original........6-....0+0006 100 | 1145 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ........ | 100} 1485 
Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast.. 100 | 105 
Stock London, Chatham, and Dover..... 100 26 
Stock London and North-Western .. 100 | 148 
Stock London and South Western........... . 100 | 1173 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ........0..., 100 | 79 
Stock Metropolitan 100 | 86 
Steck) Do., District e.erccccccsorcossersescessscsesserserse| 100 | 393 
Stock Midland a 100 | 1454 
Stock North British se 100 | 854 
Stock North Eastern.......s.-sscse--seee 100 744 
Stock North London .......s0000 . 100 14 
Stock North Staffordshire ......... FE 70 
Stock South Devon 100 | 56 
Stock South-Eastern ..............- os chaspesnch nce set ee 120 








* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 





Monry MARKET AND CITY INTELLIGENC”. 

The Bank rate was not changed on Thursday. The pro- 
portion of reserve to liabilities has increased from 36 per 
cent. last week to 363 per cent. this week. The home 
railway market was strong until Thursday, when there was 
some depression. The foreign market on Monday and 
Tuesday was firm, but on Wednesday prices gave way. 
The market on Thursday was reported somewhat firmer. 
Consols on that day closed at 94} for delivery, aad 94}to # 
for the amount. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 

Macmerkan—April 11, at 2, Dean’s-yard, Westmin ster, the 
wife of John A. Macmeikan, of Lincoln’s-inn, bar rister-at- 
law, of a daughter. 

Mayp—May 11, at 15, Montagu-place, Bryanston-square, the 
wife of William Mayd, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

Wuire.ey—May 10, at Dulwich-common, the wife of George 
Crispe Whiteley, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

MARRIAGE. 

Leexe—CuarmaN—May 7, at St. Mary’s, Wanstead, Samuel 
Leeke, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to Constance, 
daughter of Abel Chapman, of Woodford, 


DEATH. 
Werest—May 4, at Market Deeping, Lincolnshire, William 
Thomas West, solicitor, aged 33. 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Fuivar, May 7, 1475, 

Kiseh, Simon Abraham, Joe\ seymour Kisch, and Jamos Hanbury, 11, 

Wel ington . creat and Hammersmith, Middlesex, Attorneys and 
s. prilz 

O'Donoghue, Herry O’Brien, Marcus Samuel Cam Rickards, and 
Wiliam Onaries Collings Anson, 1, St stepheu’s street, Kristol, 
Attorneys and Bolicitors. Dec 41 








Togspay, May 11, 1975. 

Fletcher, George Rutter. Albert St Paul. Hoary Foulks Lynch, an@ 
Francis Smith, jun, 11, Staple inn, Middlesex, and Maidenhead 
Berks, Attorneys and Sviicitors. Aori! 16 

Fletcher, George Rutter, Albert St Paul, and Francis Snith, jun, lk, 
Staple inn, Middiesex, and Maidenhead, Berks. April 16 


Winding up of Joint Stock Compamier, 
ToesDay, May 11, 1875. 
Limrrep IN CHANCERY. 

Bream Iron Mining Company, Limited. —Tne M.R. has, by an order 
dated February 23, »ppointed Baker Philip Daniels, Poultry, to be 
official Jiquidator. Creditors are required, on or betore June 11, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of ~heir dabts 
or cil#ims, to the above. Friday, June 25, at 11, is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

Bronfloyd Company, Limited.—The M.R. bas fixed May 24, at 11, at 
his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator. 

E. Broquant and Company, Limited. —Tue M.R, has fixad May 24, at 
11, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator. 

Grovesend Steam Coal Colliery Company, Limited. —-Tae “.R. has, by 
an order dated March 24. appointed Thomas Scephen Evans, Buck- 
lersbury, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or 
before June 7, to send their names and addresses, and the particu- 
lars of their debts or claims, to the above. Tuesday, June 22, at 12, 
is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Star of Nevada Silver Mining Company, Limited. —By aa order made 
by V.C. Malins, dated April 30, it was oriered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Sole and Co; Aldermaabury, solicitors for the 
petitioners. 

Wolsingham Park Dinas and Fire Brick Mineral and Coal Company, 
Limited.—Petition for wioding up, presented May 7, directed tu be 
heard before V.C. Bacon on May 28. Torr and Co, Bedford row, 
agents tor Hodge and Hurle, Newcastie-up »n-Tyne. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, May 7, 1875, 
Rickmansworth Benefit Society, Swan Laon, Rickmansworth, Hertford. 


ys 


> 


Tougspay, May 11, 1875, 
Great Haywood Frienliy Society, Clifford arms, Great Haywood, 
Stafford. May 6 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Turspar, M ty 4, 1875. 
Cannon, William, Epsom, Surrey. June 1. Cannon v Griffin, V.C. 
Halli, Plews, Mark lane 
Boult, Thomas Charles, Bracknell, Berks, Gent. 
Atkins, M.R. 
Charles, Germain, Blackman st, Southwirk, Commission Merchant, 
May 31. Chenault v Abrahams, V.C. Bacon. Roffey, Old Jewry 
Early, Charlotte Hannah, Princa of Wales’ cresceat, Kentish town. 
May 31. Lewis v Baldwin, M.R. Kenrick, King st, Cneapside 
Garwood, Henry, Maire st, Hackney, Provision Merchant. Garwood ¥ 
Garwood, V.C. Hall. Crossfield, Mark lane 
Jones, Marv, Hucciecote, Gloucester, June Ll. 
Cooke, Cirencester 
Leetham, William, Kingston-upon-Hvll, Shipowner, Jane 29. Gleadow 
v Leetham, V.C. Hall. Holden and Co, Kingston-npon-Hull 
Powell, Frances Catherine, Ryde, Is!e of Wight. June 1. Powell v 
Powell, V.C. Malins. Ciowes and Co, Kiag’s Bench walk, Cample 
Pugh, Edward, Ciapham rd, Esq, Juae 4. Drake v Welldon, M.R. 
Scott, College hill, Cannon st 
Smith, Leslie Philip, Brighton, Sussex, Captain R. Marines. May 26. 
Philips v Smith, V.C. Bacun. Merriman, Austin friars 
Swaine, Richard, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Ganeral Dealer. May 
= Foster v Edwards-Wood, M.R. Kdwarda-Wood, Leamington 
riors 
Walters, Richard, Neath, Glamorgan, Gent. May 28. 
Davies, M.R. Davies, Neath 


Fripat, May 7, 1875. 

Baker, William, Holkham, Norfolk, Gent. June 5. Baker v Shella- 
bear, V.C. Malins. Watson, Fakenham 

Biber, Rev George Edward, West Allington, Lincoln. Card- 
ross v Grant, V.C. Malins. Taompsoo, Grantham 

Boideman, Frederick, Marlborough hill, 8¢ Jobn’s wood, Gant. June 
11. Doria v Boldeman, M.R. Norton, Coleman st 

Browne, George James, Longacre, Eating 'ouse Keeper, 
Browne v Kirby, M.. Hughes, Austin friars 

Caplen, Aun, Lancing, Sussex, Juse 4. Bulbeck v Silvester, M.R. 

unds, Worthing 

Collins, Chambers, Maryport, Cumberland, Surgeon, June 3. Motealf 
v Webster, V.C. Malins 

Court, Henry, Midhurst, Sussex. May 31. Mouse v White, V.C. Bacon. 
Alberry, Midhurst 


Junz 4. Druce v 


Long v Inskip, M.R. 


Walters v 


Jane 7. 


June 4. 


Edwards, Edwards, Tydu, Merioneth, Farmer, May 31. Jones ¥ 
Roberw, V.C. Malins. Adams, Ruthin 

Flamank, William, St Austeil, Cornwall, Mercer, May 31. Rogers v 
Shaw, V.C. Malins 

Fountain, George Hugh, Cambridge, Clothier. June 7. Halford v 


fountain, M.R, Lilison, Petty Cury 

Hockley, Elizabeth, Olid Kentrd. June 1, Newman v Piercey, M.R. 

Lawton, William silvester, Trinity square, Tower hill, Wine Merchant. 
May 31. Pickering v Matthews, V.C. bucon, Maples, Fredeie:’s 
place, Old Jewry 

Maeauley, Thomas, Lime Cottage, Tottenham, Gent. June 5. Hatton 
v May, V.C. Malins. Bouit-n, Northampton square, Clerkenwell 

Moses, Louis, Paris, Banker. June 7, Delinc v Harouel, V.C. Malins, 
Abrahams, Old Jewry 

Palmer, Silas, Speenhamland, Berks, M.D, Juno 10, 
V.C, Hall. Cave, Newbury 

Penney, Jame-, Titchfield, Hants, Grocer. 
Turner, M.R. Goble, Fareham 

Rabbetts, Hugh, Yaxley, Suffolk, Gent. Juno 4. 
MLR. Withsem, Gray’s inn square 


Hunt v Palmer, 
June 1, Williams v 
Rabbetts v Rabbetts,. 
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Touespvay, May 11, 1875, 
Andrews, Samuel, Wittoa, Cheshire, Tailor. Juae 11. Holland v 
R. 


Atkin, William, King’s Bench walk, Temple, Barrister-at-Law. May 
21. Brownbill v Atkios, V.C. Malins. Grover, Manchester 

Batcheler, Kev Thomeza John, Albion st, Hyde park. June 14, V.C. 
Hall. Robberds, Norwich 

Cavalier, Henry William, Lamb st, Spitalfields, Licensed Victualler. 
June 19. Solkhon v Cavalier, V.C. Hall. Harling, Flees st 

Cox, Charles Mottram, Hanley, Srafford, Coal Proprietor. June 16. 
Cox v Cox, V.C. Hall. Llewellyn and Ackriil, Tunstall 

Elmore, Join Richard, Harley st, Cavendish square, M.D. Jane 10, 
Industrial and General Life Assurance and Deposit Company v 
Elmore, M.R. Aléridge. Montagu place, Russell square 

Fawcett, James, Sca eby Castle, Cumberland, Esq. Junei0. Fawcett 
v Faweett, V.C. Malins. Clutterbuck, Carlisle 

Harding, Will am, Swansea, Glamorgan, Hay Merchant. May 31, 
Cooper v Harding, V.C. Malins. Glascodine, Swansea 

Johnson, Anna Maria, Southampton st, Camberwell. June 5. John- 
son v Duvcombe, V.C. Malins. McMillin, Bloomsbury 

MeDonald, Eyre, Union court, Old Broad st, Mineral Agent. Jane 12. 
Churchill v McDonald, V.C. Malins, Kimber, Queen st, Cheapside 

Torrens, Robert, Corsham, Wilts, Esq. June 10. O’Neili v Wass, V.C. 
Hall. Dimond and Son, Henrietta st, Cavendish square 

Warter, John Richard Meredith, Bangor Issacoed, Flint, June 14. 
Warter v Warter, V.C. Hai!. Humphreys, Wrexham 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Tvurspay, May 4, 1875. 
Bradbrook, George Garrett, Colchester, Essex, Gent. July 1. Marsden, 
Old Cavendish st 
D’Angibau, John Cleife, Teignmouth, Devon, Esq. May 22. Square, 
Kingsbridge 
Elwess, Francis, Doncaster, York, Farmer. Jaly !, Palmar 
aa William, Edmund st, Gent. June7. Ottaway, Essex st, 


Stran 

Fuller, Joseph, Bath, Esq. July!. Gray, Edgware rd 

Garland, John Bingiev, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Esq. May 32. 
Tanner, Wimborne Minster 

George, John, Bath, Gent. Junel. T. Serel, Wells 

— Park walk,Cheisea. June 3. Rogers, Peterborough rd, 


am 

Gillibrand, William, Chorley, Lancashire, Cloth Manufacturer, May 31. 
Morris, Chorley 

oo. George, Coleshil', Hertfora, Gent. Junel. Charsley, Beacons- 

e 

Hammond, Henry William, Kingston-up:n-Hull, Draper. June 15, 
Dryden, Hull 

Hancock, Henry, Edgware rd, Licensed Victualler. June 24. Rogers 
and Son, Westminster chambers, Victoria st 

Deseeems Margaret, Grange-over-Sands, Lancashire. July 1. Hodgson 


() ’ 
Herbert, Frank Hewe, Coventry, Warwick, Esq. Junel5. Twistand 
Sons, Coventry 
Lueckombe, Charles Collins, Wimbledon park, Esq. July 3. Beck, 
Fenchurch st 
Lumley, Benjamin, Sackvillest, Piccadilly,Geat, Jalyi. Crowdy and 
n, Serjeants’ inn 
Masey, Elizabeth Wooles, Clifton, Bristol. June 1. Barnett, Bristol 
Moggs, Benjamin, Bath, Baker. June 24. Littleand Little, Bath 
Porter, Samuel, Knightwick, Worcester, Farmer. June 1. Parker, 
Worcester 
Simcoe, Paul Creed Gwillim, Oystermouth, Glamorgan, Esq. July 1. 
Frost, Launceston 
Smirke, Sir Edward, Thurloesquare. Juty 3. Beck, Fenchurch st 
Sully, Susanna, Brighton, Sussex. June 1. Kingsford and Dorman, 
Essex st, Strand 
Thompson, Enoch Donkerly, South Shields, Durham, Shipowner. May 
22, Bell, South Shields 
Thomson, Caroline E!izabeth, Leamington Priors, Warwick. June 10, 
Field, Leamington Priors 
Thomson, Thomas, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Doctor of Medicine. 
June 10. Field, Leamington Priors 
Topham, William Simpson Wrangham, Norton, York, Horse Deale,: 
une}. Jaggor, New Malton 
Tucker, Walter, Bristol, Gent. Julvl. Bush and Ray, Bristol 
Walker, Henrietta, Dover, Kent. June 5. Knocker 
White, Henry Wiltiam, Monar, North Britain, Esq. June 11, Paterson 
and Co, Chancery lane 
Wood, William, Gower place, Euston square, Licensed Victualler 
May 29. Martineau and Reid, Raymond buildings, Gray’s inn 
Farpay, May 7, 1875. ° 
Allchin, Isabel Jennings, Great Portland st. June 4. Miller and Wig- 
gins, Copthail court, Throgmorton st 
Atkinson, Silvester, Knottingley, York, Farmer. June5. Carter, 
Pontefract 
Boughy, James, Hurleston, Cheshire, Farmer. June 12. Martin, Nant- 


nem, spaaian, Horley, Surrey, Corn Merchant. May3!. Morrison, 
gate 
Coiver, William, Sheffield, Gent. Aug 2. Wake, Sheffield 
a= ne Bourton, Berks, Farmer, Jane 15, Kinneir and Tombs, 
indon 
Dean, bet aaa sen, Dresden, Stafford, Printer. Juy 1. Crewe, 
verpoo 
Duncan, William Henry Egelstone, York terrace, Regent’s park, Gent. 
June 1, Duncan and Co, Bloomsbury square 
Elderton, Captain Edwerd Hulferd Pierce, Navan, Ireland. June 11, 
Pead, Parliament st, Westminister 
Errington, Sir Rowland Stanley, Sandhoe House, Northumberland, 
- May ie Sree s08 o. Sone row 
‘armer, Samuel, be! ton, Worcester, Farmer. July 1. Har- 
wards, Stourbridge - ? . ¥ *' 
Feilden, Robert, Dulas Court, Hereford, Lieut Colonel, June 1. 


Beddoe, Herefor 
Forester Elizabeth, Manchester, June7. Marlow, Manchester 
Friend, William, Hambledon, Hants, Gent. Junel, Ford, Portsmouth 





Garner, John, Huddersfield, York, Innkeeper. July 3!. Bottomley, 
Huddersfield 

Gerritt, Tom, Hersham, Surrey. May 31. Morrison, Reigate 

Godwin, David, Readwg, Berks, Farmer, June 15, Kinneir and 
Tombs, Swindon 

Goodson, Stephen, Isle of Thanet, Farmer. Met tl. Daniel, Ramsgate 

Moyes, Joseph, Cargreen, Cornwall, Retired Farmar. July 1. Nicoils, 
Callington 

Paxton, Archibald Frederic, West Cholderton, Wiltshire, Esq. Jaly 1. 
Oliver, Line»In’s inn tields 

Petley, Johan, Cliff's tnd, Kent, Esq. Octll. Daniel, Ramsgate 

Petley, Mary, Cliff's End, Kent. GOerlt. Danial, Ramsgate 

Powys, Hon Henry Wentworth, Berwick House, Shropshire. Jun? 30. 
How, Shrewsbury 

Pee, William, Tuffill, Cambridge, Clerk. May 31. Fitch, Came 
bridge 

Ridsdale, Joseph Henry, Ripon, York, Gent. July 1. Ridsdale and 
Co, Gray’s inn square 

Rolls, Thomas, Great Marlow, Buckingham, Wine Merchant. Jane 1¢ 
Bennett and Co, New square, Liocoin’s inn 

Sampson, William Harding, Traro, Corawali, Saddler. May 3l. Car- 
lyon and Paull, Truro 

Smith, Robert Sexton, Wilmington square, Clerk. June 24. Watkins 
and Co, Sackville st 

Surtees, Rev Henry Ratclyff+, Newton Abbott, Devonshire. July 4. 
Dommett, Gutter lane, Cheapside 

Taylor, Jane, Claines, Worcester. Jane !. Hughes, Worcester 

Turton, Maria, Sydenham, Kent. June 24. Peters, Bristol 

Wilcox, Ann, Birmingham, Juse 24. Jelf, Birmingham 

TuespayY, May 11, 1875. 

Atkins. William Challis, Merton, Surrey, Gent. June 19. Presswell 
Old Jewry 

Bartlett, John, Bishopsgate st within, Provision Mercnant. July 24. 
Ashley and Tee, Frederick’s place, Old Jewry 

Blegborough, Jane, Hove, Sussex. June2!. Clarke and Howlett, 
Brighton 

Bradley, Charles John, Bath, Somerset, Major General. Aug2. Maule 
and Co, Bath 

Carter, Elizabeth, Warbleton, Sussex. July1. Fetch and Jarrold, 
Cambridge 

Chapman, Rev Edwin, Bristol. July 1. Sowton, Bedford row 

Chater, Eliza, Ponsunby terrace, Pimlico. June 6. Yeilding, Bess- 
borough gardens. Pim!ico 

Chillingworth, William, Cuddesdon, Oxford, Farmer. July 3. Mallam, 
Oxford 

Cooke, Rev James Young, Semer, Sovffolk. July 6. Josselyn, Ipswich 

Des Vceux, Lady Sophia Katherine, Berkeley square. June 20. 
Garrard and Co, Suffolk st, Pall mall east . 

yw Robert, Northaliertoa, York, Esq. Junel. Waistell, North- 

e 


rton 

Garnett, Frances Mary, Hove, Sussex. June 21. Clarke and Howlett, 
Brighton 

Garnett, Harriett, Hove, Sussex. June 21. Clarke and Howlet 
Brighton 

Gidwell, Elizabeth, Shrewsbury, Saloon. June 12. How, Shrewsbury 

Graham, Mary, Ottringham, York. July 1. Iveson and Son, Hedon 

Hall, John Valentine, Leamington, Warwiek, Merchant. July 3l. 
Smith and Mammat, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Hawkins, Elien, Marylebone rd. July 1. Norris and Sons, Bedford 


row 

Higgin, Abraham Hidg!ey, Todmordan, York, Gent. Jane 7. Read; 
Buenley 

Jones, Nathaniel, Chalford, Gloucester, Esq. July 10. Kearsey and 
Parsons, Stroud 

Jordan, Frederick Walter, Newington causeway, Tailor. June 30. 
Reed and Lovell, Guildhal! chambers 

Mander, Henry, jun, Coventry, Schooimaster. July1l. Davis 

Mills, Josiab, Hanley, Stafford, Brick Worker. June 4, Turner, 
Hanley 

Olver, Jacob, Falmouth, Cornwall. June 21, Downing, Falmouth 

Peene, James, Rayne, Essex, Agricultural Imp) Maauf, 
June l, Digby and Co, Maldoa 

Robinson, Walter Adams, Rainhill, near Prescot, Lancashire, Gent. 
June 22. Collins and Robinson, Liverpool 

Rookin, Rev Henry, Upton Gray, Southampton. July 1. Brockbank 
and Helder, Whitehaven 

Stone, James, Chippenham, Wiltshire, Wine Merchant. June 1. 
Pinniger and Wood, Chippenham ‘ 

= Mary Ann, Clayton green, Lancashire. June 10. Forster, 

orpeth 

Swindet!, Thomas, Aldersgate st, Upholsterer. June 30. Reed and 
Lovell, Basinghall st 

Tessier, Edward, sen, The Terrace, Clapham, Gent. July 31. 
Taylor and Co, Great James st, Bedford row 

Timms, Sarah, Kisiingbure. Northampton. June!. Roche, Daventry 

Tipper, Samuel, Longton, Stafford, Earthenware Manufactarer. June 
6. Clarke and Hawley 

Tucker, Henry. Gresham st, Esq. July 10. Hughes and Sons, Chapel 
st, Bedford row 

Turton, Frederic, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Surgeon. Jane 2M. 
Flewker and Page, Wolverhampton 

Vigar, John, Tunbridge, Kent, Iankeeper, July !. Stenning, Tun- 

bridge 

Walrond, Theodore Henry Maine, Beckenham, Kent, Clerk. Jane 30, 
Hopgood, Whiteh +l place 

Yarburgh, George John, Ueslington Hall, York, Esq. July6. W. & 
E, Gray 





Bankrupts. 
Fripay, May 7, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of dedts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender ia London, 

Schnee, Alfred, Hayter rd, Brixton, Builder, Pot May 5, Haslitt 

Ma ath 
Dean George Walter, Hertford rd, Kingsland, Pablic Vocalist. Pet 

May 4. Haslits. May 25at 1 
Rocke, Alfred Beale, Barclay rd, Walham greea. Pet May 6. Pepys. 

May 25 at 11,30 





546 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


May 15, 1875, 











To Surrender in the Country. 

Elsner, Isaac, Birmingham, General Dealer. Pet May 4. Chauntler. 
Birmingham, June 7 at 11 

France, William, Wigan, Lancashire, out of business. Pet May 5. Wood- 
cock. Wigan, May 25 at 11 

Gregson, Frederick Holgate, Manchester, Paper Dealer. Pet May 5. 
Kay. Manchester, Mav 27 at 9.30 

Hamer, Ashworth, and James Taylor Neden Davies, Manchester, Iron- 
mongers. Pet May 4. Kay. Manchester, May 27 at 9.30 

Harris. John, Coxley Mills, Somerset, Miller. Pet May 3. Foster. 
Wells, May 20 ar 3 

Mash, Henry, Beaulieu, Hampshire, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 27. 
Walker. Southampton, May 19 at 12 

Milne, John, Liverpool, Flour Dealer. 
pool, May 18 at2 

Scott, Anthony, Bollington, Cheshire, Dyer. 
clesfield, May 28 at 12 

Tarley, George, Middlesborough, York, Draper. Pet May 5. Crosby. 
Stockton-on-Teas, May 19 at 3 

Yewdail, William, Pool, Otley, York, Manufacturer, Pet May 1. Mar- 
shall. Leeds, May 26 at 11 

Turspay, May 11, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Anderson, John Soulsby, Threadneedle st, Merchant. Pet May 7. 
Roche. June $ at !1 

Hodges, James Clifford, Marlborough rd, St John’s wood, no occupation. 
Pet May 5. Roche, May 27 at 12 

Pigeon, Richard Walter, Great George st, Westminster, Gent. Pet May 
7. Roche. June3 at 12 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Ellis, John, Llanarmon, Denbigh, Shopkeeper. Pet May 6. Reid. 
Wrexham, May 27 at 12 

Fitzmaurice, Thomas, Manchester, Provision Merchant, Pet May 7. 
Kay. Manchester, May 27 at 9.30 

McCullum, David, Plymouth, Devon, Oatfitter. Pet May 8. Edmonds, 
East Stonehouse, May 27 at 12 

McKevitt, Joseph, Manchester, Hatter. Pet May 7. Kay. Manchester, 
May 27 at 9.30 

Morgan, John, Ebbw Vale, Monmouth, Nailer. Pet May 8. Shepard. 
‘lredegar, May 27 at il 

Morgan, John Williams, Carnarvon, Grocer. Pet May 7. Jcnes. Ban- 
gor, May 25 at 1.80 

Norris, Thomas Cneal, Croydon, Surrey, Web Mannfacturer. Pet May 
3. Rowiand. Croydon, May 11 at 12 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farpay, May 7, 1875. 

Gardner, Ellen Catherine, Horton. Somerset. May 3 

Thistleton, James Morris, Oid Quebec st, Portman square, Medical Gal- 
Vanist. May 4 


Pet May 3. Watson. Liver- 
Pet May 3, Mair. Mac- 


Tuespay, May 11. 1874. 
o as Kortright, Addison terrace, Kensington, Surgeon. 
ay 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, May 7, 1875. 
Adie, Francis, Bilston, Stafford, Grocer. May 19 at 3 at offices of 
Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Anderson, George, Bingley, York, Plasterer. May 20 at 11 at offices of 
Robinson and Robinson, Keighley 
Ashman, Joseph William, Cardiff, China Dealer. 
offices of Morgan, High s:, Cardiff 
Austin, Samuel Stephens, Union rd, Rotherhithe, Grocer. May 14 at 11 
at offices of Head, Eastcheap , 
Barnes, Jarret, Kirkby Folly. Nottingham, Innkeeper. May 19 at 12 
at offices of Shelton, St Pe*er’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Baylis, Thomas, Lambeth walk, Brass Founder. May 27 at 4 at offices 
of Holder, King st, Cheapside 
Berry, John, Jarrow, Durham, Journeyman Carpenter. May 20 at 1 
at offices of Macdonald, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Bicknell, William Henry Prawle, Bridgend, Glamorgan, Tailor. May 
20 at 3 at offices of Stock wood, jun, Bridgend 
Broadiey, Witlam, and Henry Brosdley, Nafferton, York, Joiners. 
May 19 at 3 at offices of Chambers, Scale lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Browning, Francis, St John st, West Smithfield, Oil Merchant. May 20 
at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Sturt, Ironmonger lane 
Browne, Frances Mary, Finborough rd, West Brompton, May 19 at 2 
at offices of Abrahams, Burlington gardens, Bond st 
Burnett, Henry, Oidbam, Lancashire, Sculptor. May 24 at 3 at the 
Bath Hotel, Union st, Oldham. Ascroft and Sons, Oldham 
Bury, Charles James, and Roger Leech, Gracechurch st, Merchants. 
} 1 - 2 at offices of Harding and Co, Old Jewry. Nash and Co, 
een 8 
ines, Robert, Bristo), Beer Retailer. May 15 at 11 at offices of 
Parker, Nicholas st, bristol 
Campbell, Richard, Bradford, York, Stuff Manufacturer. May 15 at 11 
at offices of Ray, Aldermanbury, Bradtord 
Coben, Simon, Wentworth st, Whitechapel, Baker, May 19 at 3 at 
Offices of Sydney, Leadenhall st 
Dancket, Henry, Birmingham, Grocer. May 21 at 3 at offices of 
Cheston, Moor st, Birmingham 
, Thomas, Market Lavington, Wilts, Carpenter, 


May 25 at 11 at 


May 21 at ll at 
ces of Randell, Exchange piace, Devizes. Day, Devizes 

Emmens, Stephen Henry, Old Jewry, Merchant. May 27 at 12 at the 
Cannon st Hotel. Crook and Smith, Fenchurch st 

Fairbairn, John, and William Fairbairn, Handswerth, Stafford, Bakers. 
May 21 at 12 at offices of Reece and Harris, New st, Birmingham 

Farr, John, sen, Crawford st, Marylebone, Shoe Maker, May 19 at 4 
at offices cf Yorke, Mary ebone rd 

Forrer, Antoni, Oxford st, Hair Jeweller. May 27 at 11 at the Auction 
Mart, Tokenhouse yard, Duffield and Bruty, Tokenhouse yard 

Francis, Francis, Hoole, Cheshire, Mining Engineer. May 18 at ll at 
effices of Walker and Smith, Abbey gateway, Northgate st, Chester 

Friedeberg, Matilda, Bamseli st, Falcon square, Skirt Manufacturer. 
iy 25 at 3at odces of Harston and Co, Gresham buildings, Guild- 





Gascoine, George, Liverpool, Ironmonger, June 1 at 8 at 10, Cook t, 
Liverpool. Stephenson, Liverpool 

Gregory, William, Saltney, Flint, Baker. May 25 at 3 at offices of 
Cartwright, Pepper st, Chester 

Heaton, William, Bradford, York, Ironmonger, May 18 at 3 at offices 
of Mossman and Haley, Horton rd, Bradford 

Heym, Robert, St George’s st east, Clothier. May 24 at 3 at offices of 
Christmas, Walbrook 

Heyworth, John, Huddersfield, York, Book Keeper. May 25 at 11 at 
offices of Berry, Market place, Huddersfield 

Hill, Thomas Robert, Barnsley, York, Hay Dealer. May 29 at 11 at 
the Coach and Horses Hotel, Barnsley. Freeman, Barnsley 

Hinds, Edward Jesse, Forest hill rd, Peckham rye, Warehouseman. 
May 24 at 3 at offices of Jones and Co, Queen st, Cheapside 

Ireland, Frederick Richard Brett, Cannon st, Merchant. Janel at 3at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Middiesborough. Lewis and Co, Old Jewry 

James, Hannah, and John Evans, Liverpool, Master Carters. May 24 
at 3 at offices of Masters and Fletcher, North Johnst, Liverpool 

Jones, Charles, Leicester, Accountant. May 20 at 3 at offices of Ows- 
ton, Friar lane, Leicester 

Jones, Mary, Abersychan, M th, Innkeeper. May 21 at 2a 
offices of Gibbs, Newport 

Lear, Samuel Willis, Aston New town, near Birmingham,Grocer. May 
21 at 11 at offices of Rowlands, Ann st, Birmingham 

Lugg, Robert, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer. May 19 at 12 at offices of 
= and Co, The Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol. Perrin, Small st, 

risto 

Marshall,*John, and William Marshall, Rastrick, York, Tanners. May 
21 at 4 at offices of Storey. Cheapside, Halifax 

Metcalf, Dawson, Bradford, York, Draper. May 24 at 11 at offices of 
Rawson and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Michell, Frederick, Lawrence lane, Merchant. May 24 at 3 at offices of 
Howall. Cheapside 

Newton, Robert, Witton, Cheshire, Grocer, May 22 at 11 at offices of 
Fletcher, Northwich 

Osbourne, John, King’s Norton, Worcester, Boot Maker. May 19 at 3 
at Dingley’s Hotel, Moor st, Birmingham. Hemmant, Birmingham 

Owen, John, Shop, Anglesey, Grocer. May 31 at 2 at the Railway 
Hotel, Bangor. Jones, Carnarvon 

Parker, James Knowles, Wigan, Lancashire, Joiner. May 20 at (2 at 

May 





offices of Carruthers, Clayton square, Liverpoo! 

Payne, William, sen, Borstall, Minster, Kent, Market Gardener. 
18 at 12 at the Fountain Hotel, Sheerness. Hayward, Rochester 

Pilling, James, Altrincham, Cheshire, Boot Maker. May 18 at 3 at 
offices of Stead, Bank chambers, Essex st, Manchester 

Piester, Henry, Buckingham, Livery Stable Keeper. May 21 at 11 at 
offices of Small, Buckingham. Kilby and Co, Banbury 

Price, John, Derri, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 19 at 12 at Gflices of 
of Beddoe, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Ricketts, James, Manchester, Tinsmith. May 25 at 3 at offices of Cob- 
bettand Co, Brown st, Manchester 

Savage, George Joseph, Cossey, Norfolk, Saddler. May 19 at 4 at offices 
of Stanley, Bank plain, Norwich 

Shaw, Luke, Elland, York, Woollen Manufacturer. May 21 at 1] at 
offices of Norris and Cy, Town Hall chambers, Halifax 

Simo ny, Daniel, Kingston-upon-Hull, Coal Merchant. May 25 at llat 
offices of Hearfield, Old Exchange buildings, Lowgate 

Smithson, Arthur, York, Cabinet Maker. May 20 at 3 at offices of 
Crumbie, Stonegate, York 

Stafford, Robert Henderson, West Hartlepool, Durham, Soda Water 
Manufacturer. May 20 ac 11 at offices of Chamberlain, West Hartle- 


pool ' 

Stephenson, George William, Water lane, Commercial Traveller. May 
25 at 2 at offices of Hilbery, Crutched friars ; 

Sullivan, William George, Steele's terrace, Haverstock hill, Greengrocer. 
May 22 at 10.30 at offices of Castle, Cheapside 

Thomas, Owen Lyndon, Bloxwich, Stafford, Grocer. May 22 at 11 at 
offices of Baker, Bridge st, Walsall 

Thomas, Thomas, Pentre Ystrad, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 20 at 1 at 
offices of Collins, Broad st, Bristol. Rosser, Aberdare 

Thomas, Thomas Stephen, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 
19 at 1 at offices of Williams and Co, Exchange, Bristol 

Uncles, James, Bath, Somerset, Boot Maker, May 22 at 2 at offices of 
Webb, Fountain buildings, Bath 

Wainwright, Frederick, Liverpoo!, Boiler Maker. May 24 at 2 at offices 
of Smith and Co, Brunswick st, Liverpool : 

Wakefield, Henry, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. May 
26 at 3 at offices of Brown, Market place, Stockport 

Ward, Ann Maria, Crickhowell, Brecon, Seedsman. May 19 at 3 at the 
Angel Hotel, Abergavenny. Lewis 

Whitehouse, William, Wednesbury, Stafford,Grocer. May 20 at 3 at 
offices of Glover, Park st, Walsall 

Williams, Richard Humphreys. Cwmbowydd, Merioneth, Commission 
Agent. May 18 at 1 at the Queen’s Hotel, Four Crosses, Festiniog. 
Roberts, Festiniog 

Wood, George William, Liverpool, Ship Broker. May 19 at 2 at offices 
of Radcliffe and Layton, Hackin’s hey, Daie st, Liverpool 

Wood, Joseph, Knutsford, Cheshire, ronmonger. May 18 at 3at offices 
of Rowley and Co, Clarence buildings, Booth st, Manchester 

Wood, Richard, Worcester, Solicitor. May 19 at 12 at offices of Corbett, 
Avenue House, Worcester 

Woolliscroft, Thomas Samuel, Bryntirion, Flint, Farmer. May 18 at ll 
at offices of Cartwright, Pepper st, Chester 


TougspaY, May 11, 1875. 
Allard, Robert, Bedfield, Suffolk, Cattle Dealer. May 27 at Il at the 
Fox Aotel, Stowmarket. Jennings, Ipswich 
Aspinall, William, Halliwell, Lancashire, out of business. May 27 at 8 
at offices of Gordon, Acres field, Boltoa 
Baker, Frederick, Ramagate, Kent, Baker. May 24at3at 1, York st, 
Ramsgate. Edwards, Ramsgate 


Bartlett, Samue!, Meleombe Regis, Dorset, Licensed Victualler. May 
81 at 11 at the Auction Mart, Market st, Melcombe Regis. Howard, 
Melcombe Regis 

Bigwood, Thomas Andrew, and Joseph Patrick Cronin, Portsea, Hants, 
Tailors. May 24 at 12 at offices of Sule and Co, Aldermanbury. King 
North st, Portsea 
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Bluck, William, jan, Bromley, Stafford. May 24 at 10 at offices of Pres- 
cott, High st, Stourbridge 

Boutet, Armand, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell, Metal Cutter. May 19 at 
11 at 19, Red Lion st, Clerkenwell. Dennis, Wharton s*, Lloyd 


uare 
Bradshaw, Ellen, Bolton, Lancashire, Greengrocer. May 27 at 3 at 
offices of Dowling, Wood st, Bolton 
Bray, John, Birmingham, Grocer. May 24 at 3 at offices of Parry, | 
Bennett's hill, Birmingham d 
Bundock, Edward, #lack st, Borough, Licensed Victualler. May 
£6 at 2 at otfices of Howse, Staple inn, Holborn. Morris, Staple ion, 





Hoijborn 

Burford, William, Rye lane, Peckham, Hosier, May 20 at 3 at offices of 
Godfrey, South equare, Gray’s inn 

Carmichze!, John, Fleetwood, Lancashire, Draper. 
offices of Taylor, Lune st, Preston 

Chamberlain Edward, Bourne, Lincoln, Merchant. May 22 at Il at 
offices of Toynbee and Larken, Bank st, Lincoln 

Chapman, Thomas, Northamoton, Leather Seller. May 24 at 3 at offices 
of Roche, St Giles st, Nurthampton 

Clark, William, Wakefield, York, Joiner. May 26 at 3 at offices of Harri- 
son and Smith, Chancery lane, Wakefiel! 

Coleman, kKdward, New Southgate, Middlesex, no occupation. May 25 
at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery laxe 

Cook, Charles Christopher, Portsea, Hants, Contractor. May 24 at 12 

May 26 at 12 at the 


at 145, Cheapside, Ford; Portsea 

Cone, Henry, Lenton, Nottingham, Contractor. 
Assembly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Everall and Turner 

Crosier, Joseph, South Shields, Darham, Clothier. May 26 at 3 at offices 
of Bell, King st, South Shields 

Crowder, Edward, Birmingham, Cooper. May 24 at 3 at offices of Grove, 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Curtis, Charles Henry, and Joseph Albert Curtis, Whitechapel rd, 
Tobacconists. May 24 at 3 at offices of Harman, Walbrook. Turner 
and Son, Leadenha!] st 

Da'ton, Jabez, Barwell, Leicester, Farmer. May 2iat 11 at the George 
Hotel, Maiket place, Hinckley. Preston 

Dickinson, Edward John, Muidstone, Kent, Printer. Miy 25 at 2 at 
offices of Weightman, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 

Dolby, George, New Bond st, Musical Agent. May 21 at 12 at the Free- 
masons’ Tavern, Great Queen st. Duncan and Co, Bloomsbury square 

Donohoe, Henry George, Queen’s rd, St John’s wood, Linen Draper. 
May 24 at 12 at offices of Ladbury and Co, Cheapside. Carter 

Fancott, Edmund, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Grocer. May 26 at 3 at 
offices of Stratton and Rudland, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Fenemore, William, Red hill, Warwick. Farmer. May 24 at 11 at offices 
of Warden, Guild st, Stratford-on-Avon 

Fernyhough, Thomas, Froghall, Stafford, L'csensed Victualler. May 25 
at 1 at the Qreen’s Head, Leek, Tennant, Hanley 

Foster. Henry James Granville, Egham, Surrey, Grocer. May 15 at 12 
at offices of Miller and Miller, Sherborne lane. Spiller, Egham, Surrey 

Fox, John, New Swindon, Wilts, Painter. May 22 at 12 at offices of 

ford and Foote, High st, Swindon, Foote 

Fursiand, John, Swansea, Glamorgan, Fruiterer. May 20 at 3 at offices 
of Woodward, Wind st, Swansea 

Garnham, William Woolner. Lowestoft, Suffolk, Newspap:r Pro- 
— May 25 at 12 at offices of Mosely, Hall plain, Great Yar- 
mou 

Glover, John, Rrath, Glamorgan, Builder. May 24 at 3 at offices of 
Alexander, St Mary st, Cardiff. Evans,Cardiff 

Glover, William, Basingstoke, Hants, Plumber, 
offices of Chandler, Church st, Basingstoke 

Green, Charles Edward, Lewisham, Kent, Merchant’s Clerk. May 21 at 
12 at offices of White, Cannon st 

Guyatt, James, Brixton hill, Contractor. May 21 at3 at offices of Scard 
and Son, Graeechurch st 

Hall, Thomas, Southampton, Watch Maker. May 21 at 12 at offices of 
Edmonds and Co, High st, Southampton. Stanton, Gloucester square, 
Southampton 

Hardy, John, Hucknall Torkard, Nottingham, Grocer. May 21 at 10 at 
offices of Acton, Victoria st, Nottingham 

Heaven, William, Wickwar, Gloucester, Cora Factor. May 27 at 12 at 
offices of Ricketts, Faragon, Bath 

Heath, Richard, Burton-upon-Trent, Stafford, Baker, May 20 at 11.30 
at the Midland Hotel, Station st, Barton-upon-Trenot. Perks 

Hebden, John Wiliam (and not Helden, as erroneously printed in 
Gazette of 4th inst), Bradford, York, Fishmonger. Muy 19 at 10 at 
Offices cf Berry and Robinson, Cnaries st, Bradford 

Hemingway, Job, and Aifred Hemingway, bury, York, Oil Ex- 
trac‘ors. May 24 at 3 at offices of Ibberaon, Dewsbury 

Henderson, Robert Faulds, Clarendon gardens, Maida vale, no occaps- 
tion. May 22 at 2at the Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Bas- 
inghall st. Pullen, Cloisters, Temple 

May 29 at 11 at offices 


May 24 at 2 at 


May 25 at 1 at 





eron, Charles, Birmingham, General Factor. 
of Wignall, Colmore row, Birmingham. Dale, Birmingham 

Hicks, Henry William, Wakefield, York, Hosier. May 24 at 3 at offices 
of Burton and Moulding, King st, Wakefield 

#, James Henry, Lewisham, Kent, Clerk. May 20 at 3 at offices 

of May and Co, Adelaide place, London bridge 

Hope, John, Wakefield, York, Builder. May 22 et 11 at offices of 
Wainwright, George st, Wakefield 

Horsley, Robert, Southwell, Nottingham, Livery Stable Keeper. May 
— at offices of Pratt and Hodgkinsons, North gate, Newark-upon- 


Hubberd, John, Thakeham, Sussex, Blacksmith. May 22 at 12 at the 
White Lion ion, Thakeham. Mant, Storrington 

Jones, Maurice, Liverpool, Grocer. May 24 at 3 at offices of Teebay 
and igoe. Sweeting st, Liverpool 

Kemp, Walter William, Ipswich, Suffolk, Steam Sawyer. May 25 at 2 
at offices of Jennings, Falcon st, Ipswich 

Kerr, Seorge, Great Winchester st, Commission Merchant, May 24 at 
3 at offices of Stocken and Jupp, Lime st square 

Laughlin, David, Ipawich, Suffolk, Grocer. May 25 at 12 at offices of 
of Jennings, Falcon st, Ipswich 
aa enry, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Glazier. May 17 at offides of 

ig’ lewgate st, Newcastle, in lieu of the place originally named 
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Mitchell, William John, Harting, Sussex, Miller. May 25 at2 at the 
Ang+l Hotel, Midhurst. Ford, Portsea 

Monutrie, Georze, Arlington :t, Camden tewn, Harmoniam Maker. May 
19 at 2 at offices of Beesley and Gray, King st, Cheapside. Hicks, 
Globe rd. Mile End 

Mallings, George, Ystradyfodwg, Glamorgan, Hay Merchant. May 22 
11 at offices of Phillips, Maendy place, Aberdare 

Mutter, Joshua, Newport, Monmouth, Boot Maker. May 20 at 2 at 

Ls: offices of King and Co, Exchange buildings east, Bristol 

Nye, John Slater, Cullercoats, Northumberland, Teacher. May 26 at2 
at offices of Chartres and Youll, Grainger st west, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne 
Overton, Isle Grant, Thorganby Hall, Lincoln, Farmer. May 21 at 11 
at the Yarborough Hotel, Great Grimsby. Page and Padley, Marke& 


Rasen 
Press, Thomas, Norwich, Baker. May 25 at 3 at offices of Sadd and 
May 27 at 2 at offices of 


Linay, Church st, Theatre st. Norwich 

Pringle, Ann, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. 
Winship, Grainger st west, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Probst, Peter, Fenchurch buildings, Marchant. June 2 at lat the Corn 
Exchange Hotel, Mark lane. Nicholson and Cc, Lime st 

Procter, Joseph, Birmingham, Earthenware Dealer. May 22 at 12 at 
Offices of Harrison, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Rogers, William, Bristol, Root Manufacturer. 
Parsons, Nicholas st, Bristol. Essery, Bristol 

Scarrott, George, Portsea, Hants, Outfitter. May 24 at 3 at 145, 
Cheapside. Walker, Landport 

Shaddick, Robert, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Pitwood Marchant. May 22 at 
= offices of Barnard and Co, Crockherbtown, Cardiff. Stephens, 

rdiff 

Shevill, William, Sunderland, Durham, Slate Merchant. May 21 at il 
at offices of Lawson and Robinaon, Villiers st, Sunderland 

Silby, William, James Silby, and George ‘ilby, Tichfield, Hants, 
Builders. May 21 at 3 at-offices of Goble, West st, Fareham 

Steel, William, Eccleshill, York, Builder. May 26 at 3 at offices of Lees 
and Co, New Ivegate, bradford 

Styles, Henry, Riverhead, Kent, Grocer. May 21 at 2 at the Bridge 
House Hotel, Wellington st, London bridge. King, Maidstone 

Talley, William, Slough, Buckingham, Attorney. May 21 at 2 at the 
Tans of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Reader, Gray’s-inn-square 

Tindall, Joha, Kingston-upon-Hall, Joiner. May 21 at 3 atthe George 
Hotel, Whitefriarzate, Kingston-upon-Hull. Walker and Spink, Hull 

Tregilius, Charles, Pheenix Mills, Horrabridze, Devon, Miller. May 27 
at 12 atoffices of Bridgman and Johnstone, Princess square, Ply. 
mouth 

Turner, Charles, Packington, Leicester, Farmer. May 27 at 12 at 
offices of Wilson, Guild st, Burton-upon-Trent 

Ward, Ann Maria, Crickhowell, Brecon, Seedsman. May 19 at offices 
of Williams and Cy, Exchange buildings, Bristol, in lieu of tha place 
originally named 

Warren, William Theodore Eugeneus, Birchley Cast!e, Worcester, 
Farmer. May 22 at 12 at offices of Corbett, Avenus House, Worcester 

Williams, Thomas, Alvechurch, Worcester, Farmer. May 24 at 10 at 
offices of Beaton, Temple row, Birmingham 

Willshire, George, Minster, Kent, Licensed Victualler. May 15 at the 
Bull oot George Hotel, Ramsgate, in lieu of the placa originally 
nam 

Windsor, John, Oswestry, Salop, Machinist. May 20 at 12 at the 
Victoria Rooms, Oswestry. Donne, Oswestry 

Wi ley, John, hester, Bookbinder. May 26 at 3 at offices 
of Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 

Wright, Joseph, Longton, Stafford, Beerhouse Keeper. May 20 at 11 at 
ottices Welch, Caroline st, Longton 


UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an oppressive tax 
upon all classes of the community. With a view of applying aremedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, whea 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating te interments at fixed and 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
$> their means and the requirements of the case. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing fall particalars may 
ve obtained, or will be forwarded, upon applicasioa to the Chief Office, 3 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE MAKERS. 


BY SpeciIaAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench, 
Corperation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, &C 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


ARR’S, 265, STRAND. 

Dinners (from the joiat) vegetables, &c., ls, 6d., or with 
or Fish, 28, and 2s. 6d. “IfI desire a substantial dinner off the 
with the agreeable s.comp iment of light wine, both cheap and 
good, I know only of sav acuse, and that is in the Strand, close to Danes 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old England with 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may be a 
with half a bottle for a shilling.”"—All the Year Round, June, 18, 


400 . 
The new Hall lately added ts one of the handsomest dining-rooms im 


May 22 at offices of 

















ay 


E 





Lord, Edward, Birmingham, Corn Dealer. May 28 at 3 ut offices of 
Rowlands and Bagnall, Culmore row, Birmingham 


London, Dinners (from the joint), vegetables, &c., Is. 6d, 














548 THE SOLICI TORS’ ’ J OU. RNAL. May 5, 1875. 














SOLICITORS? BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


INSTITUTED 1858. 


For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Attorneys, Solicitors, and Proctors, in England and Wales, 
and their Wives, Widows, and Families. 








The Directors have much pleasure in announcing that the 


FIFTEENTH ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL 


in aid of this Association will take place on 
TUESDAY, MAY 25 INST., AT FREEMASONS’ TAVERN, GREAT QUEEN STREET, LONDON, 
AT HALF-PAST SIX 0’CLOCK P.M., 


UNDER THE PRESIDENCY OF THE RIGHT HON. THE LORD MAYOR OF LONDON, 
SUPPORTED BY THE SHERIFFS FOR LONDON AND MIDDLESEX. 





DINNER TICKETS, 25s. each, may be obtained at the offices of the Association. 
(By Order of the Board) 





9, Clifford’s-inn, London, E.C. THOMAS EIFFE, Secretary. 
AW FIRE INSURANCE OFFICE | OVEREIGN LIFE OFFIOE, 


114, CHANCERY-LANE, LONDON, 48, ST. JAMES'S STREET, S,W. 


eee Ist May, 1875. CiTY BRANCH, 122, CANNON STREET, LONDON. 
NOTICE is hereby given that the ANNUAL GENERAL MEZTING _— 
of the SHAREHOLDERS of she LAW FIRE INSURANCE SOCIETY Directors 
will be held at the SOCIETY’S OFFICE, CHANCERY-LANE, on 
TUESDAY, the 25th day of MAY instant, to ELECT EIGHT DIREC- Sir James R. Canacuakt, Bart. 
TORS, in the room of the like numb-r of Directors who go out by rota- Dr. Aserr Cc W. Reywnotps, Esq. 
tion ; ‘and also to) ELECT FOUR AUDITORS, in the room of the like Col, YT. +o air dene E. Eaenaiecthainen, 
number of Anditors who go out by rotation; and tor genera) purposes. 


The Chair will be taken at One o'clock precisely, The accounts of the ae See cides 


Society, with the Auditors’ Report thereon, mav be inspected by the The Report for 1874, copies of which, with the Statements of Ac- 
Shareholders at the Oifice of the Society for fo irtean days previously to | count, can be had on application, shows that a sum equal to 40 percent. 


the Annual Meeting, and during one month thereafter. of the premium Income was added to the Funds, while the general 
The Directors going out by rotation are— Tuceme wes ata . i" 
e £535 i ® 
Sir Thomas Tilson. | Jobn R. Daniel Tyssen, Eeq. OFF ECR ane SHENG Sieh One, eee Gomes 
Francis Thomas Bircham, Esq. | Bartle J. L. Frere, Esq. The Directors continue to rake Apvances to Assurers in the Office on 
William Thomas Carlisle, Esq. | Charles Norris Wiide, Esq. Liberal Terms. 
George Rooper, Esq. Arnold William White, Esq. 


H. D. DAVENPORT, Secretary. 
hey are re-eligible, and offar themselves for re-election. 


The Auditors retiring are— 


— AND LIFE INTERESTS, 
Edward Francis Bigg. Esq. | Octavins Leefe, Eeq. i 


John Moxon Clabon, Esq. William Tanner Neve, Esq. THESE PROPERTIES ARE PURZHASED, OR LOANS 
They are re-eligible, and offer themselves for re-election. GRANTED UPON THE SECURITY OF THEM, 


By Order of the Board of Directors, BY 


GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, Secretary. | THE SCOTTISH EQUITABLE (MUTUAL) 
TERE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 








AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE Head Office—26, ST. ANDREW-SQUARE, EDINBURGH. 

COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C London Office—69, KING WILLIAM-STREET, E.C. 

The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to £1,400,000 Manager—T,. B. SPRAGUE, Esq., M.A. 
eterling. P . ” 
— srs. ON, ! 
Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith’s-build- acne ames yrad gicy ee ae, 
ing, Temple. i 

Deputy-Chairman—C. Pemuerron, Esq. (Lee, Pemberton, & Reeves), Income, £277,700. Assets, £2,104,000, 


Solicitor, 441, Lincoin’s-inn-fields, 
$ Every description of Fire and Life Insurance business transacted. 


The Directors iavite attention to the new form of Life Policy, which 
is free from all conditions. 


LA al D) 
The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interest and T HE AGRA BANK (I IMITE 
Reversions, whether absolute or mtr : Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000, 


Prospectuses, Copies of the Directors’ Report, and Annual Balance | HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON 
Sheet, and every wee sent post free, on application to 


e 
FRANK Mt GEDY, “Actuary in a Secretary. Saancues in see ene ie akon Kurrachee, Agr’ 


S OVER E I qa N LIFE O FFICE Cunnent Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus* 


Every description of Life Insurancebusiness transacted. 
The usual Commission allowed to Solicitors. 








4, ST. JAMES’S-STREET, LONDON, 8.W. ? | semaey wie Louies beatae 'ene injuens aipeet, Sen Gee 

, Zs ary rorcnitpar tmnt wee o's mea” i of sare 

Pac ethene va oR For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed upon 

Lientena™t-Colonel BaTauRsT. Cuances Witt, Rernois, Esq. Ps ayer treme emma fg noo ye 

Joum came, Esq. Sir J, E. Eanpurr-W umor, Bart. | for collection. 

peedinaanes pemmnmanmaneendaae ao HBA a any Punowases effected in British and foreign securities, in 

The Secarity of a large Accumulated Fand. ’ t India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same undertaken 
Moderate rates for all ages, climates, and circumstances connceted |  Intgrest drawn, and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realised. 


‘with Life Assurance. 9 | _ Every other description of banking business and monoy agency 
HENRY D, DAVENPORT, Secretary. British and Indian, transacted, J, THOMSON, Chairman. 





